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House  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H,  R* 

675U.  H.  Report  No.  355. 

House  passed  H.  R.  675U  with  amendment. 

H.  R.  675U  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred* 

Senate  subcommittee  considered  H.  R.  675U. 

Senate  subcommittee  approved  H.  R.  675U • 

Senate  committee  reported  H.  R.  675U  with  amend¬ 
ments.  S.  Report  No.  U97 • 

Attached  is  copy  of  report  on  utilization  research 
(S.  Doc.  3h,  pursuant  to  S.  Res.  Ul5,  87th  Cong.). 

Sen.  Holland  submitted  of  his  intention  to  suspend 
the  rules  for  the  purpose  of  proposing  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  provide  $25  million  for  rural  housing  loans. 

Sen.  Lausche  submitted  proposed  amendment  to  in¬ 
crease  interest  rates  on  REA  loans. 

Sen.  Lausche  submitted  proposed  amendment  re  REA 
loans • 

Sen.  Mundt  submitted  proposed  amendment  to  extend 
certain  conservation  reserve  contracts. 

Senate  made  H.  R.  675U  unfinished  business. 

Sen.  Javits  submitted  proposed  amendment  to  pro¬ 
hibit  use  of  Farmers  Home  Admin,  loans  in  any 
State  in  which  participants  in  such  loans  are 
segrated. 

Sen,  Lausche  urged  reduction  in  REA  loan  autho¬ 
rizations. 

Senate  began  debate  on  H.  R.  675U • 

Senate  continued  debate  on  H.  R.  675U. 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  675U  with  amendments. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

Print  of  bill  as  passed  by  Senate. 
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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  67$U,  continued 

Nov.  lli,  1963  House  conferees  were  appointed. 

Dec.  11,  1963  Conferees  met  on  H.  R.  67^U. 

Dec.  21,  1963  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 

H.  R.  67SU. 

v**  H.  Report  No.  1088.  Print  of  report. 

Dec.  30,  1963  Approved:  Public  Law  88-2^0. 


88th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  J  Report 

1st  Session  j  j  No.  355 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964 


June  3,  1963.— Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  6754] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
1964.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1964  budget,  pages 
89-182  and  834-837,  and  budget  amendments  contained  in  House 
Document  64,  dated  February  11,  1963,  and  House  Document  81, 
dated  March  12,  1963. 

This  bill  provides  funds  for  the  general  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  including  various  activities  such  as  research,  disease  and  pest 
control,  extension,  soil  and  water  conservation,  marketing  services, 
agricultural  credit,  crop  insurance,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  foreign  assistance  programs. 

The  bill  includes  total  appropriations  of  $5,979,457,000  for  these 
purposes  in  the  coming  year,  a  reduction  of  $389,298,000  (6.1  percent) 
in  the  budget  requests  which  totaled  $6,368,755,000. 

A  summary  of  the  budget  requests  and  amounts  recommended  by 
the  committee  follows.  A  detailed  breakdown  by  individual  appro¬ 
priations  appears  at  the  end  of  the  report. 


Item 

Budget 

request 

Recommended 
in  bill 

Reduction 

Title  I — General  activities _ _ _ _ _ 

Title  II — Credit  agencies _ 

$1, 582, 417, 000 
58,061,000 
2, 806,  610, 000 

1, 921, 667, 000 
(2, 785, 000) 

$1,  530,  934, 000 
52, 529, 000 
2, 506, 950, 000 

1,  889, 044,  000 
(2, 785, 000) 

— $51, 483, 000 
-5, 532, 000 
-299, 660, 000 
-32, 623, 000 

Title  III — Corporations _ _ 

Title  IV — Foreign  assistance _ _ 

Title  V — Farm  Credit  Administration _ 

Total . 

6, 368, 755, 000 

5, 979, 457, 000 

-389, 298, 000 

85006 
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AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE  MOST  PRODUCTIVE  IN  WORLD 

American  agriculture,  1963,  is  the  most  productive  in  the  history 
of  the  world.  "Fortunately,  most  of  our  problems  in  the  United  States 
are  due  to  abundance,  rather  than  hunger  or  famine. 

The  ability  of  American  farmers  to  produce  food  and  fiber  is 
apparent  at  the  supermarkets,  where  city  consumers  can  choose  from 
thousands  of  safe,  wholesome,  and  delicious  foods — products  of  the 
farms  of  our  50  States.  Using  only  about  20  percent  of  their  income, 
American  consumers  can  select  foods  with  a  knowledge  of  nutrition 
and  balanced  diets  that  makes  this  a  nation  of  healthy  and  well-fed 
people.  Most  people  in  the  world  spend  half  or  more  of  their  avail¬ 
able  income  on  food,  and  in  underdeveloped  areas  people  spend  most 
of  their  time  grubbing  a  living  from  the  earth. 

If  farmers  today  used  1940  methods,  it  would  cost  an  extra  $13 
billion  a  year  to  produce  food  and  fiber  for  the  Nation.  This  extra 
cost  would  be  passed  on  to  consumers,  adding  more  than  $5  a  week 
to  each  family’s  food  bill. 

American  farm  productivity,  with  its  decreased  manpower  and  its 
greatly  increased  equipment  and  investment,  is  borne  out  at  the  dinner 
table  where  27  consumers  share  the  bounty  of  a  single  farmworker. 
The  average  U.S.  farmworker  produces  the  food  needs  for  27  people. 
Today,  only  8  of  every  100  American  workers  are  engaged  in  agricul¬ 
ture.  '  The  92  others  provide  the  goods  and  services  of  modern  living — 
manufacturing  cars,  TV  sets,  and  washing  machines,  running  banks, 
selling  insurance,  building  homes,  fixing  telephones,  working  in  hos¬ 
pitals  and  hotels,  and  rendering  other  services,  including  our  national 
defense. 

It  all  adds  up  to  a  standard  of  living  never  before  equaled  in  history- — 
at  a  time  when  63  percent  of  the  governmental  income  goes  for  national 
defense  and  related  activities. 

FORCED  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTIVITY  CREATES  PROBLEMS 

To  maintain  this  high  standard  of  living,  and  with  increased  costs 
for  what  the  farmer  must  buy,  increased  agricultural  productivity  has 
been  absolutely  necessary.  This  has  come  at  the  cost  of  much  greater 
investment  per  farm  and  a  tremendous  increase  in  risk. 

The  necessity  to  increase  agricultural  production  to  fully  utilize 
machinery  and  equipment  has  made  it  necessary  to  expand  the  size 
of  farming  units,  at  high  cost  to  the  producer.  The  small  family-size 
farm  is  gradually  disappearing,  largely  because  it  cannot  support  high- 
cost  machinery,  supplies,  or  labor.  The  number  of  farm  units  has 
decreased  from  6.4  million  in  1940  to  3.7  million  in  1962.  In  22  years, 
nearly  one-half  have  gone  out  of  production.  The  American  consumer 
today  is  almost  entirely  dependent  on  the  commercial  farm  for  his 
abundant  supply  of  inexpensive  food  and  fiber. 

Larger  farming  units  have  made  necessary  the  use  of  more  expensive 
machinery,  seed,  fertilizers,  and  insecticides,  with  modern  farming 
techniques.  This  has  increased  the  investment  necessary  to  farm  by 
nearly  700  percent  in  the  past  decade,  from  an  average  of  $6,1 19  per 
farm  in  1940  to  $47,632  in  1962. 

This  larger  investment,  together  with  the  vagaries  of  weather  and 
increased  threats  to  crops  and  livestock  from  insects  and  diseases,  has 
greatly  increased  the  financial  risk  of  the  average  farmer.  The  value 
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of  investments  in  terms  of  current  dollars  has  increased  from  about 
$55  billion  in  1940  to  over  $200  billion  in  1962.  The  farm  debt  during 
this  period  has  increased  from  $9.6  to  $25.8  billion.  Half  a  century 
ago  a  farmer  could  survive  as  many  as  seven  crop  failures  in  a  row. 
With  the  tremendous  financial  risks  involved  today,  the  loss  of  a 
single  year’s  crop  can  result  in  bankruptcy  for  many  farmers. 

Further  the  price-cost  squeeze  on  the  farmer  is  becoming  more 
acute  each  year.  Farm  prices  have  generally  remained  constant,  but 
production  costs  have  continued  to  rise.  The  small  increase  in  retail 
food  prices  in  recent  years  has  been  added  on  after  the  commodities 
have  left  the  farm  by  those  between  the  farmer  and  consumer.  In 
the  past  11  years  the  farmer’s  share  of  the  retail  food  dollar  has 
declined  from  49  cents  in  1951  to  38  cents  in  1962.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  if  the  producers  were  to  receive  nothing  for  their  raw  materials, 
it  is  doubted  that  the  retail  price  would  decline  significantly.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  farmer  receives  only  3.1  cents  from  a  21.2- 
cent  loaf  of  bread.  The  farmer’s  share  of  a  $4.24  cotton  shirt  is  only 
28  cents. 

These  factors  make  it  clear  that  the  agricultural  producer  must 
have  price  protection.  This  Nation,  with  laws  permitting  labor  to 
organize,  and  guaranteeing  minimum  wages,  with  industry  having  the 
right  and  necessity  to  add  markup  above  cost,  must  have  price  support 
for  the  producer  of  the  raw  material. 

EXACT  BALANCE  IN  SUPPLY  AND  DEMAND  UNWISE 

Most  of  the  farm  problems  are  due  to  high  cost  of  what  the  farmer 
must  buy,  leading  to  increased  units  and  the  resulting  surplus  sup¬ 
plies  of  agricultural  supplies  on  hand,  which  depress  markets  and  re¬ 
quire  large  amounts  of  money  to  produce  and  store.  However,  the 
worst  possible  thing  that  could  be  done  to  the  185  million  American 
consumers  would  be  to  “balance  supply  and  demand,”  by  reducing 
supply  and  production  to  the  point  of  forcing  fair  prices  at  the  market¬ 
place  because  there  was  barely  enough  to  go  around. 

To  cut  production  down  to  the  point  of  scarcity  would  endanger 
the  consuming  public.  Drought  or  flood  or  pestilence  could  make 
many  go  hungry,  though  in  all  likelihood  it  would  bring  the  producer 
a  much  larger  net  income.  These  facts  need  to  be  recognized  aside 
from  any  defense  needs. 

Another  serious  effect  would  be  to  encourage  foreign  countries 
to  increase  their  agricultural  production.  The  reports  and  hearings 
of  this  committee  are  full  of  facts  to  show  that,  as  the  United  States 
has  reduced  production  in  recent  years,  foreign  production  has  been 
increased  to  fill  the  gap — much  of  it  with  American  financial  aid  and 
technical  assistance. 

Also,  in  the  case  of  cotton  there  has  been  a  large  competitive 
growth  in  the  use  of  synthetic  fibers  at  home  and  abroad.  In  foreign 
countries,  this  has  been  due  partly  to  efforts  of  those  countries  which 
do  not  produce  cotton  to  become  self-sufficient  in  raw  materials. 
But  further,  this  has  resulted  in  part  from  curtailing  II. S.  cotton 
production  and  holding  U.S.  cotton  off  world  markets  at  competitive 
prices. 

At  the  urging  of  this  committee,  the  Department  has  recently 
reentered  world  markets  on  a  competitive  basis  in  an  effort  to  keep 
U.S.  production  up  and  to  keep  American  farmers  in  business.  In 
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order  to  protect  our  foreign  markets,  the  Department  should  give 
further  study  to  producing  higher  quality  commodities.  The  tend¬ 
ency  to  stress  quantity  rather  than  quality  has  had  a  serious  effect  on 
the  oversea  demand  for  U.S.  commodities.  A  wider  range  between 
“good  and  poor”  quality  in  level  of  price  supports  might  improve  the 
situation. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that,  unless  production  levels  are  maintained, 
additional  farm  units  will  of  necessity  go  out  of  production,  with 
increased  unemployment  problems  in  the  cities  as  more  rural  people 
“move  to  town.”  How  to  keep  adequate  reserves  to  meet  all 
domestic  and  export  needs,  plus  a  reserve  for  possible  defense  needs, 
without  depressing  market  prices  is  one  of  the  most  serious  problems 
facing  American  agriculture  today.  It  is  our  belief  such  reserves 
should  be  insulated  from  the  market  and  charged  up  to  “Consumer 
security.” 

THE  BUDGET  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

When  all  is  said  and  done,  it  requires  only  5  to  6  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  each  year  to  operate  all  of  the  programs  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture — meat  inspection,  disease  and  pest  control, 
research  and  extension,  protection  of  resources,  price  support,  foreign 
assistance,  and  all  the  rest.  This  is  only  about  one-twelfth  of  what 
the  Nation  is  spending  each  year  on  defense,  about  the  same  as  we 
spend  on  international  affairs,  and  almost  exactly  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  each  year  for  research  to  send  a  man  to  the  moon. 

Only  1.5  percent  is  required  to  finance  the  regular  operating  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department,  including  research,  marketing,  extension, 
soil  conservation,  watershed  protection,  flood  prevention,  and  other 
related  activities.  This  averages  about  $8  per  person  per  year  for 
the  production,  inspection,  and  marketing  of  the  finest  meats,  vege¬ 
tables,  and  other  foods  at  the  lowest  cost  to  the  consumer  of  any  nation 
in  history.  Further,  it  helps  to  develop  and  maintain  our  national 
resources  for  unborn  generations  of  the  future.  It  also  provides 
school  lunches  for  our  children  and  food  for  the  needy. 

An  additional  2  percent  is  used  to  finance  the  various  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  programs  operated  by  the  Department,  including  Public  Law 
480,  the  International  Wheat  Agreement,  and  bartered  materials  for 
the  supplemental  stockpile.  The  primary  benefit  of  these  programs 
is  in  the  area  of  international  affairs  and  foreign  aid  and,  therefore, 
should  not  be  charged  to  the  farmer  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  programs. 

Another  2  to  3  percent  is  used  to  finance  the  price-support  program 
needed  to  protect  the  Nation’s  largest  market  for  the  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  of  American  industry.  It  is  significant  to  note  that  over  50  percent 
of  the  funds  expended  for  price-support  programs  go  to  transportation 
companies,  warehouses,  and  other  activities,  rather  than  to  the  farmer. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  frequently  by  this  committee,  agriculture 
is  the  principal  source  of  new  wealth.  It  is  the  main  provider  of 
basic  raw  materials  which  support  all  segments  of  business  and 
industry.  Reliable  estimates  indicate  that  each  dollar  of  wealth 
taken  from  the  soil  generates  $7  of  income  throughout  the  rest  of  our 
economy. 
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Agriculture  is  still  our  largest  industry.  It  employs  12  times  the 
number  of  people  in  the  steel  industry,  9  times  the  number  in  the 
automobile  industry,  twice  the  number  in  the  transportation  and  pub¬ 
lic  utility  industries.  In  addition,  it  supports  directly  another  10 
percent  of  nonfarm  population  which  supplies  the  farmer  with  his 
needs  and  processes  and  markets  his  products. 

Agriculture  is  the  major  market  for  the  products  of  industry. 
It  uses  more  steel  in  a  year  than  is  used  for  a  year’s  output  of  passenger 
cars.  It  uses  more  petroleum  products  than  any  other  industry  in 
the  country.  It  uses  more  rubber  each  year  than  is  required  to 
produce  tires  for  6  million  automobiles.  Its  inventory  of  machinery 
exceeds  the  assets  of  the  steel  industry  and  is  five  times  that  of  the 
automobile  industry. 


PERSONNEL  REQUIREMENTS 

Average  annual  employment  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
(exclusive  of  the  Forest  Service  which  is  no  longer  included  in  this 
bill)  has  increased  from  47,793  in  fiscal  year  1954  to  an  estimated  65,457 
in  fiscal  year  1963.  This  is  a  total  increase  of  17,664  man-years, 
nearly  37  percent. 

It  is  inevitable  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  which  serves 
to  some  extent  every  person  in  the  Nation,  will  have  a  large  number  of 
employees.  Recognizing  the  need  to  balance  the  budget  and  curtail 
personnel  increases  wherever  possible,  however,  the  committee  has 
held  funds  for  additional  employees  in  this  bill  to  an  absolute  minimum. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Secretary  has  made  some  progress  in 
the  past  year  in  reducing  employment  in  selected  areas.  A  reduction 
of  over  500  employees  has  been  made  in  the  Agriculture  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service  as  a  result  of  the  consolidation  of  several 
of  the  commodity  offices  and  other  organizational  changes.  In 
addition,  several  hundred  positions  have  been  eliminated  as  a  result 
of  the  installation  of  a  centralized  data  processing  system  for  the 
preparation  of  payrolls  and  the  processing  of  personnel  data. 

Funds  to  meet  pay  increases  authorized  last  year  have  been  reduced 
substantially,  which  will  require  further  personnel  reductions  by  not 
filling  vacancies  to  absorb  the  amounts  disallowed.  Only  80  percent 
of  amounts  required  for  fiscal  year  1964  was  included  in  the  budget 
request.  Further,  for  the  larger  appropriations  only  60  percent  of 
the  amounts  in  the  budget  have  been  included  in  the  bill.  For  the 
agencies  which  are  not  large  enough  to  absorb  such  a  large  cut, 
reductions  have  not  been  so  severe. 

The  1964  budget,  as  amended  by  House  Document  81,  would  have 
provided  a  net  increase  of  1,201  man-years  of  employment  for  the 
appropriations  in  this  bill.  The  committee  has  reduced  this  by  1,021 
(85  percent)  and  has  provided  funds  for  a  total  net  increase  of  only 
180  man-years.  The  increases  allowed  are  primarily  for  research, 
meat  and  poultry  inspection,  soil  and  water  conservation,  REA 
loan  studies,  FHA  lending  activities,  and  broadening  of  crop  insurance 
coverage,  as  follows: 
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Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Increases: 

To  staff  research  laboratories  recently  authorized  by  Congress 

and  now  ready  for  operation _  +89 

To  extend  research  to  meet  increased  threats  from  foot-and- 

mouth  disease  and  African  swine  fever _  +17 

To  expand  research  on  peanuts,  tobacco,  cotton,  corn,  and 

wheat — basic  storable  commodities  in  surplus  supply _  +50 

To  provide  additional  plant  and  animal  quarantine  inspection  at 

ports  of  entry  due  to  increased  traffic  from  abroad _  +22 

To  increase  the  program  for  eradication  of  hog  cholera  authorized 

by  Public  Law  87-209  approved  Sept.  6,  1961 _  +72 

To  provide  additional  meat  inspectors  to  meet  expanding  inspec¬ 
tion  workload _  +92 

Annualization  of  prior  year  increases,  principally  for  utilization 
research _  +157 


Total  increases _  +499 


Decreases: 

Savings  due  to  installation  of  centralized  data  processing  system 

for  personnel  and  payroll  data _  —76 

Reduction  in  eradication  programs  for  the  gypsy  moth,  screw- 

worm,  etc _  —182 


Total  decreases _  —258 


Net  increase,  Agricultural  Research  Service _  +241 

Federal  Extension  Service:  Savings  due  to  data  processing  system _  —3 


Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Increases: 

To  staff  30  new  districts  to  be  established  during  coming  fiscal 

year _  +90 

To  increase  soil  and  water  conservation  in  existing  districts _  +131 

To  extend  cooperative  river  basin  surveys  and  investigations _  +82 

To  carry  out  the  new  land  conservation  and  utilization  program 

authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962 _  +24 


Total  increases _  +327 


Decreases: 

Savings  due  to  data  processing  system _  —44 

Completion  of  projects  and  reduction  in  loan  activities _  —37 


Total  decreases _  —81 


Net  increase,  Soil  Conservation  Service  (including  watershed  protec¬ 
tion  and  flood  prevention) _  +246 

Economic  Research  Service:  Research  on  the  European  Common  Market 

and  other  foreign  agricultural  trade  problems _  +10 

Statistical  Reporting  Service:  To  extend  the  long-range  program  for 

improvement  of  crop  and  livestock  estimates _  +83 


Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

To  meet  increasing  volume  of  mandatory  poultry  inspection _  -1-32 

Annualization  of  prior  year  increases  for  poultry  inspection,  ware¬ 
house  inspection,  grain  grading,  and  market  news  service _  +52 

Savings  due  to  data  processing  system _  —19 


Net  increase,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service _  +65 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service:  To  expand  market  development  work  and 
give  additional  attention  to  the  European  Common  Market  and  other 

international  trade  relations _  +13 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority:  Savings  due  to  data  processing  system-.  —  1 
Agriculture  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service:  Net  reduction  due  to 
consolidations,  organizational  changes,  and  increased  employee  produc¬ 
tivity _  —736 
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Rural  Areas  Development:  To  strengthen  coordination  and  administration 

of  rural  areas  development  program _  +2 

Office  of  General  Counsel:  Reduction  in  staff  and  savings  due  to  data 

processing  system _  —13 

Office  of  Information:  Termination  of  centennial  program  and  savings  due 

to  data  processing  system _  —2 

Library:  To  provide  more  service  and  information  for  scientific  and  re¬ 
search  personnel _  +20 

Rural  Electrification  Administration:  For  surveys  of  REA  cooperatives 

and  studies  of  generation  and  transmission  contracts _  +15 


Farmers  Home  Administration: 

For  additional  workload  of  regular  programs  and  for  new  programs 
assigned  to  the  agency,  including  rural  housing  and  housing  for  the 

elderly _  +200 

To  initiate  new  rural  renewal  program _  +20 


Total _  +220 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation:  To  extend  the  crop  insurance  pro¬ 
gram  to  100  new  counties  as  contemplated  in  the  long-range  crop  insur¬ 
ance  program _  +20 


Net  total  increase,  USDA  (exclusive  of  Forest  Service) _  +180 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  PROGRAM 

The  committee  is  proud  of  the  record  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  and  what  it  has  meant  to  and  means  not  only  to  rural 
America  but  to  all  America  today.  We  believe  that  one  of  the  great¬ 
est  achievements  of  the  past  30  years  has  been  the  bringing  of  electri¬ 
cal  energy  to  the  rural  areas.  It  has  been  a  major  factor  in  enabling 
the  relatively  few  people  on  our  farms  to  produce  the  food  and  fiber 
for  our  185  million  consumers.  It  has  enabled  this  Nation  to  support 
large  international  and  defense  costs  without  reducing  our  general 
standard  of  living. 

One  of  the  most  remarkable  features  of  the  program  has  been  its 
repayment  record.  It  is  one  in  which  everyone  in  the  Nation  can 
take  pride.  No  bank  or  other  leading  institution  in  the  country  can 
boast  of  a  better  record.  Of  the  $4  billion  advanced  on  REA  loans, 
over  $1.1  billion  has  been  repaid  on  principal,  some  of  it  in  advance  of 
due  dates.  As  of  February  28,  1963,  only  two  borrowers  were  delin¬ 
quent  and  they  are  expected  to  become  solvent  in  the  near  future. 

The  committee  is  gratified  to  note  that,  pursuant  to  directives  in 
reports  of  this  committee,  standards  have  been  established  by  the 
Administrator  for  the  control  of  financial  reserves  of  the  REA  coopera¬ 
tives.  It  is  reported  that  the  cooperatives  are  in  full  accord  with  this 
action  and  are  cooperating  to  make  it  effective.  This  is  a  healthy  and 
practical  realization  of  the  responsibility  of  these  borrowers  to  the 
taxpayers  of  the  Nation. 

A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee  believe  the  right  to 
make  loans  for  power  generation  and  transmission  purposes,  with 
funds  available  to  implement  such  right,  if  necessary,  is  absolutely 
essential  to  enable  REA  cooperatives  to  obtain  reasonable  contracts 
from  private  power  suppliers  with  regard  to  rates,  terms,  and  con¬ 
ditions.  However,  a  study  of  the  REA  Act  and  its  history  clearly 
shows  it  was  never  intended  that  this  authority  be  used  except  for 
substantial  reasons,  and  not  merely  to  supplant  private  suppliers. 

The  committee  had  testimony  from  many  witnesses  on  all  sides 
of  this  issue.  With  regard  to  several  loans  it  appears  that  satisfactory 
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concessions  or  modifications  might  have  been  secured  from  the  private 
suppliers  if  real  efforts  had  been  made.  With  regard  to  others,  reasons 
given  for  granting  loans  do  not  appear  too  substantial.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  requirement  of  a  dual  rate  by  the  private  supplier,  whereby 
a  higher  rate  is  charged  for  increased  quantities  of  power  for  the 
purpose  of  cutting  off  prospective  customers  in  areas  served  by  co-ops, 
appears  unjustified  and  is  an  invitation  for  electric  cooperatives  to 
seek  generation  and  transmission  loans. 

In  some  instances,  figures  presented  to  the  committee  as  to  cost 
of  power  and  other  terms  of  contracts  between  some  cooperatives  and 
private  companies  differ  somewhat.  The  committee  has  had  no 
opportunity  nor  means  to  determine  which  may  be  correct.  With 
regard  to  some  contracts,  the  private  suppliers  seem  to  have  offered 
little  assurance  of  providing  for  increased  future  power  needs  of 
cooperatives  on  a  firm  basis  or  providing  delivery  points  necessary 
to  the  economical  operation  of  the  cooperatives  involved. 

Before  public  funds  are  loaned  for  power  generation  or  transmission, 
a  majority  of  the  committee  believes  the  REA  Administrator,  in 
connection  with  any  such  loan,  should  make  a  survey,  determine 
wherein  the  existing  contract  for  power  or  the  proposed  contract  is 
unreasonable,  advise  the  supplier  wherein  such  contract  is  unreason¬ 
able  and  attempt  to  get  such  contract  modified  to  make  it  reasonable. 
Loans  should  be  made  only  when  reasonable  contracts  cannot  be 
obtained. 

With  regard  to  any  further  generation  and  transmission  loan  ap¬ 
proved,  the  Administrator  should  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  that  each  of  these  steps  has  been  taken  and  that  the  private  sup¬ 
plier  had  been  given  an  opportunity  to  make  the  contract  reasonable, 
specifying  the  details,  and  had  refused  or  failed  to  do  so. 

The  committee  believes  the  Administrator  has  the  obligation  to 
make  certain  that  section  5  loans  are  handled  on  a  sound  basis.  The 
REA  Act  provides  that  loans  under  section  5  shall  not  be  made  unless 
the  Administrator  finds  and  certifies  that  in  his  judgment  the  security 
therefor  is  reasonably  adequate  and  such  loan  will  be  paid  within  the 
time  agreed; 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
that  the  Congress  in  providing  for  section  5  loans  intended  also  that 
they  should  not  be  made  where  local  private  business  can  meet  the 
need  or  where  it  is  determined  that  the  local  borrower  will  provide 
unnecessary  competition.  The  Administrator  should  also  certify  to 
the  Secretary  as  to  the  necessity  for  section  5  loans. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  facts,  the  committee  has  placed  $150 
million  of  the  electrification  loan  authorization  in  the  contingency 
reserve,  instead  of  the  $75  million  requested.  The  contingency 
authorizations  can  be  released  only  after  a  further  showing  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  program  is  being  handled  on  a  satis¬ 
factory  basis  and  there  is  a  substantial  need  for  the  additional  funds. 
This  should  enable  the  Administration  to  meet  its  obligations,  if 
the  recommendations  of  the  committee  are  followed. 

The  committee  has  provided  funds  for  additional  employees  for 
the  coming  year  under  the  REA  administrative  appropriation  to  im¬ 
plement  the  surveys,  audits',  and  supervision  called  for  in  these  areas. 
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AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH 

As  in  the  past,  the  committee  has  had  numerous  requests  for  addi¬ 
tional  appropriations  for  the  various  activities  of  the  Department. 
Some  250  witnesses  appeared  before  the  committee  this  year,  many 
of  them  requesting  additional  attention  to  problems  in  research. 
Most  of  these  requests  are  for  work  within  the  present  research  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  the  Department. 

The  committee  has  allowed  some  increases  where  the  large  invest¬ 
ments  and  costs  to  the  Federal  Government  justify  some  extra  atten¬ 
tion.  In  addition,  we  have  again  provided  the  $1  million  special 
contingency  funds  to  meet  needs  not  specifically  appropriated  for. 
The  committee,  therefore  directs  the  Department  to  give  attention 
to  these  additional  needs  as  reflected  in  these  requests  in  the  use  of 
the  funds  provided  in  the  bill.  The  usual  requests  for  increases  are 
generally  by  their  nature  the  type  to  which  present  personnel,  funds 
and  facilities  should  be  directed. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  following  amounts  are  being  spent  for 
research  on  certain  of  the  major  commodities  in  fiscal  year  1963:  $5.2 
million  for  corn;  $1.1  million  for  peanuts;  $722,000  for  rice;  $2.3  million 
for  tobacco;  $11.7  million  for  cotton;  and  $5.8  million  for  wheat.  In 
addition,  all  of  the  other  research  work  of  the  Department  is  of  benefit 
to  these  commodities  in  varying  degrees. 

For  years  the  committee  has  recognized  the  absolute  necessity  for 
continuing  research  in  agriculture  on  all  of  these  commodities.  The 
committee  has  realized  that  it  takes  research  facilities,  personnel,  and 
funds  to  meet  these  needs.  However,  in  recent  years  it  has  appeared 
that  many  requests  for  increases  in  funds  and  facilities  have  not  been 
based  on  a  thorough  knowledge  of  what  the  Department  already  has 
in  the  way  of  facilities  and  what  research  is  now  being  done. 

The  committee  believes  strongly  in  agricultural  research,  the  back¬ 
bone  of  which  is  the  cooperative  programs  carried  on  with  the  land- 
grant  colleges.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  land-grant 
colleges  have  excellent  research  organizations,  and  this  committee  is 
proud  of  their  many  outstanding  accomplishments.  The  committee 
has  supported  the  research  programs  of  these  agencies  as  fully  as  pos¬ 
sible  through  the  years.  Total  research  funds  for  the  various  agencies 
of  the  Department,  including  the  agriculture  experiment  stations, 
have  increased  from  approximately  $43  million  in  fiscal  year  1949  to 
over  $174  million  in  fiscal  year  1963 — an  increase  of  over  300  percent. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  American  agriculture  would  not  be 
in  business  today  if  it  were  not  for  the  benefits  of  the  Department’s 
research  in  reducing  cost  of  production,  and  improving  the  quality 
and  increasing  the  efficiency  of  handling  and  marketing  of  agricul¬ 
tural  crops.  It  would  be  impossible  for  the  economy  of  the  Nation 
to  support  large  international  and  defense  costs  each  year,  and  at  the 
same  time  maintain  our  high  standard  of  living,  were  it  not  for  the 
remarkable  record  of  agriculture  and  agricultural  research. 

When  this  country  was  young,  90  percent  of  the  people  lived  on 
the  farm.  Most  of  them  had  to  produce  their  own  food  and  fiber  with 
the  plow  and  the  hoe.  Today,  about  10  percent  of  our  people  live 
in  rural  areas  with  less  than  4  percent  working  in  the  fields  to  feed 
our  entire  population.  This  remarkable  accomplishment  is  due  in 
large  part  to  the  fine  work  of  the  research  agencies  of  the  Department 
and  the  land-grant  colleges. 

II.  Rept.  355,  88-1 - 2 
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It  must  be  recognized,  however,  that  additional  funds  for  expanded 
research  programs  each  year  is  not  the  complete  answer  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  agriculture.  Research  must  fit  into  the  present  system  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  must  be  held  within  reasonable  fiscal  limits.  Increased 
research  results  must  depend  on  the  quality  of  research  rather  than  the 
quantity  of  research.  It  must  be  carefully  geared  to  the  needs  of  the 
agriculture  producer  and  the  industrial  user. 

Agriculture  research  should  be  expanded  only  where  present  per¬ 
sonnel  and  facilities  cannot  be  shifted  to  meet  the  new  research  needs. 
Further,  it  should  be  expanded  gradually  on  a  sound  basis  and  only 
to  the  extent  that  well-qualified  research  scientists  are  available. 
The  committee  is  aware  of  the  keen  competition  for  well-trained 
scientists  from  all  branches  of  the  Government  and  industry  and 
knows  of  the  difficult  problem  the  Department  of  Agriculture  faces 
in  finding  the  caliber  of  people  needed  to  maintain  the  high  quality  I 
of  research  results  required  of  it. 

NEW  LABORATORY  APPROACH,  A  SLOW  PROCESS 

It  must  be  realized  that  a  new  laboratory  approach  to  pressing- 
research  problems  means  on  the  average  at  least  5  years  before  any 
valuable  results  can  be  obtained,  and  then  usually  from  experienced 
personnel  transferred  from  other  locations. 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  now  conducts  research  at  some 
228  locations  in  the  United  States.  In  addition  the  agricultural 
marketing  research  program  is  carried  on  at  45  locations  throughout 
the  United  States.  These  273  facilities  have  all  made  and  are 
making  valuable  contributions  to  research.  They  should  be  able  to 
meet  future  research  needs  by  redirecting  present  personnel  and 
facilities,  with  expansion  where  necessary. 

Also,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  backbone  of  research  is  and 
should  be  cooperative  research  carried  on  with  the  land-grant  colleges. 
The  Federal  Government  should  not  weaken  this  cooperative  approach 
by  establishing  too  many  Federal  laboratories. 

Therefore,  it  is  the  belief  of  this  committee  that  the  most  urgent  | 
needs  for  additional  research  in  the  future  should  be  met  as  follows: 

(1)  By  merging  them  into  present  research  work  at  existing  locations 
with  existing  funds  and  personnel. 

(2)  By  contract  or  grant  to  an  established  research  organization 
with  qualified  personnel  already  available. 

(3)  By  expanding  cooperative  research  programs  with  the  land- 
grant  colleges  and  other  research  institutions  and  organizations,  with 
some  arrangement  for  matching  contributions. 

(4)  By  enlarging  research  activities  at  existing  establishments  as 
may  be  required,  but  only  after  the  above  approaches  have  been  de¬ 
termined  to  be  impracticable. 

This  should  be  the  formula  to  guide  the  Congress  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  evaluating  future  research  needs  and  considering  funds  for 
the  establishment  of  additional  research  facilities.  Only  in  this  way 
can  the  Federal  Government  meet  the  needs  of  research  in  a  truly 
expeditious  manner  within  reasonable  fiscal  limits. 

Since  the  last  session  of  Congress,  the  committee  has  conducted  a 
special  review  of  the  research  programs  and  facilities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  particularly  with  regard  to  certain  phases  of  research.  The 
purpose  of  this  survey  is  to  bring  together  in  one  document  a  detailed 
description  of  the  research  programs  now  in  existence  in  the  Depart- 
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ment,  to  show  the  many  research  locations  throughout  the  country 
where  work  is  now  being  carried  on,  and  to  indicate  the  amount  of 
money  being  expended  for  such  research. 

From  this  report  it  would  appear  that  many  demands  each  year 
for  new  research  laboratories  or  new  and  expanded  research  projects, 
most  of  which  would  require  funds  above  the  budget,  could  be  and 
should  be  met  with  existing  facilities,  and  to  a  large  degree  with 
existing  personnel  and  funds.  (The  committee  report  will  be  found 
in  pt.  4  of  this  year’s  hearing,  beginning  on  p.  2892.) 

In  order  to  help  meet  some  of  the  more  immediate  and  pressing 
problems  of  the  various  segments  of  agriculture,  the  committee 
has  taken  the  following  actions  with  respect  to  the  production  and 
marketing  research  work  of  the  Department  in  the  accompanying 
appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1964: 

(1)  Funds  for  marketing  research  have  been  consolidated  with 
funds  for  the  research  activities  of  the  Agriculture  Kesearch  Service. 
It  is  virtually  impossible  to  conduct  the  activities  of  these  two  areas 
of  research  separately.  It  is  believed  that  more  efficient  research  can 
be  carried  on  through  closer  coordination. 

(2)  Authority  has  been  included  in  the  bill  to  transfer  not  to  exceed 
$5  million  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  for 
contracts  and  grants  to  meet  acute  needs  for  research  to  reduce  the 
necessity  for  the  Corporation  to  invest  in  and  take  title  to  large 
quantities  of  agricultural  commodities.  This  approach  should  enable 
the  Department  to  move  ahead  immediately  where  services  of  trained 
and  experienced  scientists  not  available  for  regular  Federal  employ¬ 
ment  can  be  obtained,  instead  of  waiting  5  years  under  the  “new 
laboratory”  approach  with  permanent  personnel.  Such  research  will 
be  concerned  primarily  with  those  commodities  in  which  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  has  a  large  investment,  including  cotton, 
com,  and  wheat  and  should  be  of  real  benefit  to  the  operations  of  the 
Corporation. 

(3)  To  meet  the  need  for  additional  quality  research  on  peanuts,  an 
additional  $200,000  has  been  provided  for  use  at  the  New  Orleans 
Utilization  Laboratory.  The  committee  has  also  provided  $400,000 
for  the  establishment  of  a  peanut  research  laboratory  to  house  peanut 
shelling  work  at  Dawson  and  if  desirable  to  bring  together  peanut 
research  now  being  conducted  at  various  locations  in  Georgia. 

(4)  To  meet  the  more  pressing  problems  of  tobacco,  $400,000  has 
been  included  in  the  bill  for  additional  research  at  existing  facilities 
on  Flue-cured  and  burley  tobaccos.  Also,  $200,000  each  has  been 
provided  for  additional  research  at  existing  facilities  on  cotton,  corn, 
and  wheat- — the  commodities  which  now  make  up  the  major  portion 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  inventories. 

(5)  Authority  has  been  provided  to  enable  the  Department  to 
accept  funds  from  the  States  and  private  industry  to  carry  out  research 
programs  on  a  cooperative  basis.  This  language  will  enable  agri¬ 
cultural  groups  to  meet  their  most  urgent  research  needs  and  to  play 
a  part  in  their  solution  in  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  line  with  what  now  is  done  in  forestry  research. 

PROGRAM  SUPPORT  COSTS 

The  committee  has  received  frequent  complaints  to  the  effect  that 
sizable  portions  of  funds  provided  for  specific  research  projects  do  not 
reach  the  point  where  the  research  work  is  conducted.  A  preliminary 
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review  of  this  matter  indicates  that  in  some  cases  as  much  as  20 
percent  or  more  of  the  funds  provided  by  Congress  are  deducted  in 
Washington  or  some  other  administrative  level  for  so-called  program 
support  purposes  before  the  balance  is  finally  allocated  to  the  field 
locations. 

The  committee  expects  to  make  a  full  study  of  this  matter  during 
the  coming  year  to  determine  the  facts  and  recommend  reasonable 
standards  for  such  overhead  deductions.  In  the  meantime,  each 
agency  of  the  Department  is  expected  to  review  its  practices  and  make 
whatever  adjustments  may  be  needed.  In  order  to  hold  program 
support  costs  to  present  levels,  the  committee  directs  that  none  of  the 
additional  funds  provided  in  this  bill  are  to  be  used  for  administrative 
or  support  purposes  in  Washington  or  any  other  location,  unless 
specifically  approved  in  this  bill.  Further,  the  committee  feels  that 
absorption  required  to  meet  pay  increases  and  other  expanded  needs 
should  come  largely  from  the  program  support  area,  rather  than  from 
program  operations. 

CITRUS  PURCHASES  AND  TOBACCO  SALES 

The  committee  developed  a  complete  record  on  the  handling  of 
orange  juice  purchases  under  section  32  and  the  sale  of  tobacco  at  a 
fixed  price  under  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

Contracts  were  made  to  purchase  383,485  cases  of  concentrated 
orange  juice  from  five  suppliers  on  November  13,  1962,  at  a  price 
ranging  from  $4.57  to  $4.74  per  case.  Immediately  thereafter,  a 
severe  freeze  occurred  in  the  citrus  area  and  the  price  of  citrus  products 
increased  substantially.  At  the  request  of  the  suppliers  the  contracts 
were  canceled  and  the  juice  was  returned  at  the  original  purchase 
price,  despite  the  fact  that  the  market  price  in  the  meantime  had 
increased  to  around  $10  per  case.  Information  from  three  of  the  five 
suppliers  indicates  that  they  then  sold  quantities  of  this  juice  at 
prices  ranging  from  $8.45  per  case  to  $13  per  case. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  juice  turned  back  was  from  the  preceding 
year’s  production,  was  in  existence,  and  final  contracts  for  delivery 
has  been  entered  into.  Therefore,  the  suppliers  were  being  called  on 
to  furnish  citrus  juice  actually  in  existence  and  were  not  dependent 
on  the  next  year’s  production  to  make  the  deliveries.  It  should  also 
be  noted  that  the  armed  services  were  required  to  pay  $13.50  per  case 
for  citrus  juice  required  for  their  purposes,  at  this  same  time.  In 
the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee,  this  type 
of  transaction  is  not  sound  and  fails  to  protect  the  financial  interests 
of  the  Government. 

On  February  11,  1963,  the  Department  announced  the  sale  of  Flue- 
cured  tobacco  from  the  1955  and  1956  crops.  This  tobacco  was  offered 
at  a  fixed  price  of  around  36  cents  per  pound,  which  was  considerably 
under  the  regular  market  price  of  tobacco  at  that  time.  An  immedi¬ 
ate  run  developed  and  the  Department  sold  between  60  and  70 
million  pounds  of  tobacco  during  the  first  few  hours  of  the  sale.  As  a 
matter  of  fact  some  would-be  buyers  claim  that  they  were  unable  to 
participate  in  the  sales  program  due  to  demand. 

It  appears  to  a  majority  of  the  committee  that,  if  tobacco  had 
been  sold  on  a  competitive  bid  basis  rather  than  a  fixed  price  basis, 
the  Government  would  have  benefited  greatly.  We  point  out,  too, 
that  some  serious  questions  arise  as  to  the  effect  on  new  crops  of 
tobacco. 
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Title  I — General  Activities 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  November  2,  1953,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (5  U.S.C.  133z-15),  the  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  It  conducts  farm,  utiliza¬ 
tion,  nutrition,  and  consumer  use  research,  plant  and  animal  disease 
and  pest  control  and  eradication  activities,  and  operates  the  meat 
inspection  service.  The  Administrator  of  this  Service  is  also  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  coordination  of  all  research  of  the  Department.  The 
Service  also  carries  out  emergency  programs,  when  necessary,  for  the 
control  and  eradication  of  animal  diseases,  such  as  foot-and-mouth 
disease,  and  for  the  control  of  emergency  outbreaks  of  insects  and 
diseases. 

Marketing  research,  the  funds  for  which  are  merged  with  this 
appropriation,  is  directed  toward  the  development  of  answers  to 
problems  encountered  in  moving  agricultural  products  from  the  farm 
to  the  consumer,  such  as  improved  product  quality,  and  improved 
equipment  and  facilities. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  committee  recommends  $181,588,000 
for  fiscal  year  1964,  an  increase  of  $3,130,645  over  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1963  and  a  reduction  in  the  budget  request  of  $9,225,675. 
This  will  provide  for  241  additional  man-years  of  employment,  as 
discussed  earlier  in  this  report. 

For  research,  the  bill  carries  a  total  of  $94,445,000  for  fiscal  year 
1964,  including  $4,950,000  for  marketing  research.  The  amount 
recommended  is  a  net  increase  of  $1,399,775  over  fiscal  year  1963 
and  a  net  reduction  of  $2,718,675  in  the  budget  request.  The  net 
increase  includes  $1,200,000  to  staff  new  research  laboratories  which 
have  been  authorized  in  previous  years  and  are  now  ready  for  opera¬ 
tion,  $200,000  for  expanded  research  to  develop  better  protection 
against  the  introduction  into  the  United  States  of  foot-and-mouth 
disease  and  African  swine  fever,  both  of  which  are  becoming  increasing 
threats  to  the  United  States  as  a  result  of  increased  foreign  travel  and 
the  increased  speed  of  transportation,  and  $1,327,775  to  finance  60 
percent  of  the  Pay  Act  increases  for  1964.  These  increases  are  more 
than  offset  by  decreases  of  $2,928,000  due  to  nonrecurring  construc¬ 
tion  costs  and  savings  resulting  from  the  new  data  processing  system. 

The  amount  recommended  also  includes  $1,600,000  to  meet  the 
research  needs  of  certain  major  commodities  which  have  acute  produc¬ 
tion  and  marketing  problems  and  in  which  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  a  large  investment.  As  discussed  earlier  in  this  re¬ 
port,  this  fund  is  to  be  used  for  the  following  purposes: 

(1)  Two  hundred  thousand  dollars  for  peanut  research  on  quality 
at  the  New  Orleans  laboratory  in  conjunction  with  quality -utilization 
research. 

(2)  Four  hundred  thousand  dollars  for  the  establishment  of  a  re¬ 
search  facility  in  Georgia  to  be  used  to  house  the  peanut  shelling 
research  work  now  underway  at  Dawson  and  to  bring  together  the 
peanut  research  on  production  and  marketing  now  being  conducted 
at  various  locations  in  Georgia,  if  desirable. 
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(3)  Four  hundred  thousand  dollars  for  additional  research  on  the 
problems  of  tobacco,  $200,000  to  be  used  at  existing  facilities  in  North 
Carolina  doing  research  on  Flue-cured  tobacco,  and  $200,000  to  be 
used  at  existing  facilities  for  research  on  hurley  and  dark  tobaccos. 

(4)  Two  hundred  thousand  dollars  to  be  used  for  additional  research 
at  existing  facilities  on  corn  and  other  grains. 

(5)  Two  hundred  thousand  dollars  to  be  used  for  additional  research 
at  existing  facilities  on  wheat  and  wheat  products. 

(6)  Two  hundred  thousand  dollars  to  be  used  for  additional  research 
at  existing  facilities  on  cotton.  A  small  portion  of  this  fund  should 
be  used  to  determine  the  most  urgent  needs  for  ginning  research. 

It  should  be  noted  that  over  50  percent  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  inventories  as  of  February  28,  1963,  consisted  of  corn, 
cotton,  and  wheat,  as  follows: 


Million 

Corn _ $1,049 

Cotton  (upland) _  810 

Wheat _ _ _ _ _  1,998 

Total _  3,  857 


In  addition,  authority  has  been  provided  for  the  transfer  of  up  to 
$5  million  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  as 
hereinbefore  set  out  for  research  by  contracts  and  grants  to  reduce 
production  costs  and  increase  consumption  and  thereby  lessen  the 
necessity  for  the  Corporation  to  invest  in  and  take  title  to  large 
quantities  of  agricultural  commodities. 

The  committee  also  has  included  language  under  this  appropriation 
which  will  enable  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  to  accept  funds 
from  States  and  private  industry  to  carry  out  cooperative  research 
programs  of  mutual  benefit.  Similar  authority  provided  for  the 
Forest  Service  some  years  ago  has  been  very  useful  in  forestry  research. 
It  is  expected  that  research  problems  in  other  phases  of  agriculture 
can  be  approached  on  a  similar  cooperative  basis  under  this  arrange¬ 
ment.  Additional  research  on  horticultural  products  is  an  example 
of  the  type  of  industry  which  might  benefit  considerably  from  such 
cooperative  research  contracts.  Also,  additional  cooperative  research 
on  transportation  problems  of  citrus  is  needed. 

Attention  has  been  called  to  the  Department’s  proposal  to  close 
several  small  soil  and  water  conservation  research  stations  in  Nebraska. 
In  view  of  the  need  for  continued  research  in  this  area,  the  Department 
is  requested  to  keep  these  facilities  in  operation,  pending  further 
review. 

The  1963  appropriation  of  $59,505,000  has  again  been  provided  for 
plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$5,643,000  in  the  budget  request.  Budget  reductions  of  $1,919,000 
resulting  from  savings  in  the  fire  ant,  gypsy  moth,  and  screw-worm 
eradication  programs,  nonrecurring  construction  requirements,  and 
the  new  data  processing  system,  have  been  reallocated  for  other 
purposes  proposed  in  the  budget.  In  this  connection,  attention  is 
directed  to  the  recent  outbreak  of  fire  ants  along  the  lower  Mississippi 
River.  It  is  understood  that  the  reduction  of  funds  proposed  for 
the  fire  ant  program  is  due  to  a  new  bait  and  improved  methods  of 
treatment  and  will  permit  continued  treatment  where  necessary  to 
prevent  further  spread  of  the  infestation. 

The  $1,919,000  will  be  redirected  to  provide  increases  of  $161,000 
for  plant  quarantine  inspection  at  30  major  ports  of  entry,  $86,500 
for  animal  inspection  and  quarantine  at  14  major  ports  of  entry, 
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$796,000  for  expansion  of  the  hog  cholera  eradication  program,  and 
$875,500  to  cover  60  percent  of  the  1964  pay  increases. 

In  fiscal  year  1962,  a  record  total  of  173  million  persons  entered  the 
United  States  by  sea,  air  and  border  crossings,  bringing  with  them 
23.5  million  pieces  of  baggage.  In  addition,  the  number  of  aircraft 
arriving  from  overseas  increased  by  approximately  8,000  over  1961. 
Many  of  these  are  large  jet  aircraft  which  make  it  possible  for  infested 
and  infected  plant  materials  to  reach  this  country  from  any  part  of 
the  world  within  a  few  hours.  Destructive  foreign  pests  and  diseases 
capable  of  attacking  virtually  every  major  crop  grown  in  the  United 
States  are  being  intercepted  regularly  at  ports  of  entry.  In  fiscal 
year  1962,  plant  quarantine  inspectors  made  a  total  of  33,033  pest 
interceptions — an  average  of  more  than  90  each  day. 

A  new  pest  known  as  the  "cereal  leaf  beetle”  has  recently  appeared 
in  Michigan  and  Indiana  and  is  doing  a  great  deal  of  damage  to  small 
grains  in  those  States.  Department  witnesses  indicate  that  they  are 
not  certain  as  to  how  it  entered  the  country.  With  a  release  from  the 
contingency  research  fund  the  Department  has  negotiated  a  research 
contract  with  Michigan  State  University.  Also,  the  infested  areas 
are  under  State  quarantine  and  the  Department  has  a  control  program 
underway  in  cooperation  with  the  two  States. 

On  September  6,  1961,  Public  Law  87-209  was  approved  authorizing 
and  directing  the  Department  to  initiate  a  national  cooperative  hog 
cholera  eradication  program.  The  Secretary  appointed  an  1 1-member 
National  Hog  Cholera  Advisory  Committee  to  assist  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  program,  and  steps  were  undertaken  by  the  Department  to 
develop  plans  and  procedures  necessary  for  the  eradication  program. 
Developmental  activities  in  fiscal  year  1962  cost  $96,639.  For  fiscal 
year  1963,  Congress  appropriated  $2  million  for  the  program.  The 
amount  provided  in  this  bill  will  increase  the  program  to  nearly  $3 
million  for  the  coming  year.  This  is  a  relatively  new  program  and 
the  Advisory  Committee  should  be  fully  utilized. 

Several  requests  were  made  this  year  for  increased  attention  to  the 
eradication  of  sheep  scabies.  Additional  funds  have  not  been  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill,  since  over  $550,000  is  already  available  for  this 
work  and  the  Administrator  can  supplement  this  amount  from  other 
sources  if  he  finds  it  necessary.  In  the  opinion  of  those  who  testified 
on  this  subject  before  the  committee,  the  Department  should  con¬ 
sider  requiring  mandatory  dipping  of  all  sheep  transported  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  in  order  to  control  scabies. 

The  committee  continues  to  receive  communications  indicating 
that  many  range  cattle  producers  feel  that  the  best  approach  to 
brucellosis  control  is  vaccination  before  the  disease  strikes  rather 
than  test  and  slaughter  after  the  disease  has  taken  its  toll.  The 
Department  is  requested  to  restudy  this  question  for  further  considera¬ 
tion  at  next  year’s  hearing. 

The  committee  is  pleased  to  learn  that  the  State  of  Florida  has 
established  a  laboratory  and  has  proceeded  on  measures  for  dog-fly 
control.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  urged  to  cooperate  closely 
in  this  program. 

On  February  1,  1963,  the  committee  held  extensive  hearings  on  the 
proposed  amendment  to  nursery  stock,  plant,  and  seeds  quarantine 
No.  37.  A  special  record  of  these  hearings  has  been  made  public.  It 
shows  the  great  damage  which  has  been  done  to  the  agricultural  crops 
of  the  United  States  by  pests  introduced  into  this  country  since  its 
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origin.  It  further  shows  the  potential  threat  to  U.S.  agriculture  from 
foreign  pests  that  have  not  yet  gained  entry  into  this  country.  The 
majority  of  the  committee,  and  it  is  believed  the  majority  of  the 
Congress,  feels  strongly  that  the  proposed  change  in  regulations  should 
not  be  issued  in  view  of  the  evidence  appearing  in  the  hearing  record. 
The  committee  then  and  now  calls  on  the  Department  to  leave  present 
regulations  as  they  are. 

For  meat  inspection  an  appropriation  of  $27,638,000  is  recommended 
for  the  coming  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $1,730,850  over  fiscal  year 
1 963  and  a  reduction  of  $864,000  in  the  budget  request.  This  increase 
will  cover  60  percent  of  1964  pay  increases  and  will  provide  for  92 
additional  meat  inspectors  to  meet  the  increased  meat  inspection  work¬ 
load  made  necessary  by  the  steady  increase  in  the  number  of  packing- 
plants  and  increasing  dispersion  of  these  plants  throughout  the  country.  ( 

The  cost  of  this  program  has  increased  from  $9  million  in  1947  to 
$27.6  million  in  this  bill,  an  increase  of  over  200  percent.  This  in¬ 
spection  is  of  primary  value  to  the  consumer.  Although  this  activity 
has  grown  up  under  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  the  Department 
should  consider  moving  it  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  since 
it  is  clearly  related  to  marketing  rather  than  to  research.  This  would 
lead  to  closer  coordination  with  poultry  inspection  and  some  monetary 
savings. 

Special  foreign  currency  program. — Oversea  research  carried  out 
under  sections  104(a)  and  104(k)  of  Public  Law  480  is  financed  by 
foreign  currencies  in  amounts  authorized  in  the  annual  appropriation 
bill.  It  supplements  and  complements  research  financed  by  regular 
appropriations.  Such  research  is  not  intended  to  duplicate  or  dis¬ 
place  other  research  conducted  by  the  Department  or  its  cooperators. 

No  additional  appropriations  are  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1964, 
since  it  has  been  indicated  that  a  balance  of  $13.5  million  will  be  avail¬ 
able  next  year  from  prior  year  unused  balances. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATION  SERVICE 

The  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service  was  established  ^ 
by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1462  dated  July  19,  1961,  and 
Supplement  1,  dated  August  30,  1961,  under  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  of  1953.  The  service  carries  out  (1)  administration  of  the 
Agricultural  Experiment  Stations  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  (Hatch 
Act  of  1887,  as  amended,  7  U.S.C.  361a— 361i);  (2)  payments  under 
Section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623)  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations;  and  (3)  grants  to 
nonprofit  institutions  for  support  of  basic  scientific  research  under 
the  act  approved  September  6,  1958  (42  U.S.C.  1891-1893). 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $40,383,000  is  provided  for  this  program 
for  fiscal  year  1964.  The  increase  of  $2,120,050  over  fiscal  year  1963 
includes  $1  million  to  meet  the  increasing  costs  of  research,  $1  million 
to  initiate  a  program  of  grants  for  forestry  research,  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  87-788,  approved  October  10,  1962,  and  $120,050  to  meet 
increased  pay  and  postal  costs.  No  increase  in  Federal  employment 
is  involved. 

The  land-grant  colleges  are  the  basic  agricultural  centers  and  their 
cooperative  agricultural  research  is  highly  essential.  In  addition, 
they  are  doing  research  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
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and  others,  through  grants  and  contracts  totaling  $15.5  million  in 
fiscal  year  1962  and  over  $16.5  million  in  fiscal  year  1963.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  these  extra  activities  should  not  be  allowed  to 
adversely  affect  their  regular  agricultural  research  work.  The  com¬ 
mittee  requests  that  full  information  showing  amounts  of  such  grants 
and  contracts  to  the  State  experiment  stations  and  the  purposes  of 
the  research  be  presented  each  j^ear  in  as  much  detail  as  possible  as  a 
part  of  the  supporting  material  for  the  regular  annual  Federal 
appropriations. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  was  established  by  the 
act  of  May  8,  1914,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.S.C. 
341-348),  and  the  act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  347a).  The 
legislation  authorizes  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  give,  through 
the  land-grant  colleges,  instruction  and  practical  demonstrations 
in  agriculture  and  home  economics  and  related  subjects  and  to  en¬ 
courage  the  application  of  such  information  by  means  of  demonstra¬ 
tions,  publications,  and  otherwise  to  persons  not  attending  or  resident 
in  the  colleges.  Extension  educational  work  is  also  authorized  under 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627). 

State  and  county  extension  work  is  financed  from  Federal,  State, 
county,  and  local  sources.  These  funds  are  used  within  the  States 
for  the  employment  of  county  agents,  home  demonstration  agents, 
4-H  Club  agents,  State  specialists,  and  others  who  conduct  the  joint 
educational  programs  adopted  to  local  problems  and  conditions. 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Pico. — The  committee  recommends 
the  full  budget  request  of  $64,590,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  37ear. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $1,409,200  over  funds  which  will  be  expended 
for  this  purpose  in  fiscal  year  1963. 

The  committee  again  recommends  that  these  funds  be  used  pri¬ 
marily  to  maintain  competitive  salary  levels  for  county  agents  and 
home  demonstration  workers  in  order  to  attract  well-trained  and 
highly  qualified  personnel  to  this  program.  No  increase  in  Federal 
personnel  is  covered  by  this  appropriation. 

Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents. — The  bill  carries  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $7,110,000  for  fiscal  year  1964.  The  increase  of  $345,000 
over  fiscal  year  1963  is  provided  to  cover  the  Federal  share  of  retire¬ 
ment  costs  for  the  increased  funds  allowed  under  the  previous  heading 
for  salaries  of  State  and  county  personnel. 

Penalty  mail. — -An  appropriation  of  $3,113,000  is  provided  for  fiscal 
year  1964,  an  increase  of  $311,750  over  fiscal  year  1963.  This  item 
covers  penalty  mail  costs  of  State  extension  directors  and  county 
extension  workers,  as  authorized  by  law.  The  increase  is  due  to  the 
increase  in  postal  rates  adopted  by  Congress  last  year. 

Federal  Extension  Service. — -The  Federal  Extension  Service  provides 
for  leadership,  counsel  and  assistance  to  the  50  States  and  Puerto 
Rico.  As  of  February  28,  1963,  there  were  248  full  time  Federal 
Extension  Service  employees,  of  whom  238  were  headquartered  in 
Washington. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,500,000  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $97,450  below  the  1963  appropria¬ 
tion,  and  a  decrease  of  $15,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  decrease 
is  due  to  a  small  reduction  in  funds  requested  to  meet  pay  increases 
in  fiscal  year  1964. 

H.  Rept.  355,  88-1 - 3  1 
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FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  was  established  following  the 
enactment  of  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953  (Public  Law  202,  Aug.  6, 
1953),  which  transferred  the  research  and  technical  assistance  work  for 
farmers’  marketing,  purchasing,  and  service  cooperatives,  under  the 
Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  1926  from  the  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  Service  conducts  research,  advisory,  and  educational  work  with 
cooperatives  on  problems  of  organization,  financing,  management 
policies,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership  to  help 
farmers  who  are  members  of  such  organizations  improve  the  operations 
of  their  businesses.  It  cooperates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land- 
grant  colleges,  banks  for  cooperatives,  State  departments  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  other  agencies  to  bring  about  better  understanding  and 
application  of  sound  cooperative  principles  and  practices.  It  also 
advises  other  Federal  agencies  on  problems  relating  to  agricultural 
cooperatives. 

The  sum  of  $1,195,000  is  provided  for  fiscal  year  1964,  an  increase 
of  $39,100  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $85,000  in  the 
budget  estimate.  The  increase  allowed  will  finance  approximately 
90  percent  of  the  pay  increase  costs  required  for  this  organization  in 
the  coming  year. 

The  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1964  includes  $452,000  for 
conducting  research  relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects 
of  farmer  cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946.  In  the  past,  this  research  has  been  financed  by  advances 
from  the  Agriculture  Marketing  Service  and  the  Economic  Research 
Service.  For  the  coming  year  these  funds  are  appropriated  directly 
to  this  Service  and  the  funds  for  the  other  two  agencies  have  been 
reduced  accordingly. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  was  established  by  the  act  of  April 
27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f).  It  assists  soil  conservation  districts 
and  other  cooperators,  watershed  groups,  and  Federal  and  State 
agencies  having  related  responsibilities  in  bringing  about  physical 
adjustments  in  land  use  that  will  conserve  soil  and  water  resources, 
provide  for  agricultural  production  on  a  sustained  basis,  and  reduce 
damage  by  floods  and  sedimentation.  Its  major  programs  are  as 
follows : 

Conservation  operations:  The  Service  provides  technical  help 
to  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  in  carrying  out  locally  adapted  soil  and  water 
conservation  programs.  As  of  June  30,  1962,  farmers  and 
ranchers  had  organized  2,929  conservation  districts. 

Watershed  protection:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility 
for  administration  of  the  watershed  protection  program  of  the 
Department,  established  by  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  and 
the  development  of  its  guiding  principles  and  procedures. 

Flood  prevention:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for 
administration  of  the  flood  prevention  program,  and  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Department’s  guiding  principles  and  procedures. 
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The  program  is  conducted  in  the  11  major  watersheds  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 

Great  Plains  conservation:  The  Service  has  general  responsi¬ 
bility  for  administration  of  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  authorized  by  Public  Law  1021,  84th  Congress.  This 
program  provides  for  long-term  cost  sharing  under  contracts  with 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  designated  counties  of  the  10  Great 
Plains  States. 

Resource  conservation  and  development  activities :  The  Service 
has  general  responsibility  under  provisions  of  section  102,  title  I 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  for  developing  overall 
work  plans  for  resource  conservation  and  development  projects 
in  cooperation  with  local  sponsors ;  to  help  develop  local  programs 
of  land  conservation  and  utilization;  to  assist  local  groups  and 
individuals  in  carrying  out  such  plans  and  programs;  to  conduct 
surveys  and  investigations  relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors 
affecting  such  work  on  private  lands;  and  to  make  loans  to  project 
sponsors  for  conservation  and  development  purposes  and  to 
individual  operators  for  establishing  soil  and  water  conservation 
practices. 

Conservation  operations.- — Soil  conservation  assistance  is  being  pro¬ 
vided  for  an  increasing  number  of  soil  conservation  districts  each 
year.  As  of  June  30,  1962,  2,929  districts  were  in  existence.  This 
number  will  increase  to  an  estimated  2,952  by  June  30,  1963,  and  a 
estimated  2,982  by  June  30,  1964. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $97,480,000  for 
the  next  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $3,504,500  over  fiscal  year  1963 
and  a  decrease  of  $1,973,000  in  the  budget  request.  The  net  increase 
includes  $825,000  for  technical  assistance  to  the  30  new  districts  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  organized  during  the  coming  fiscal  year  and  $1,072,500 
to  increase  soil  conservation  work  in  existing  districts.  In  addition, 
it  provides  $40,000  to  meet  higher  postal  costs  approved  last  year 
and  $1,849,000  to  finance  60  percent  of  the  pay-increase  costs  required 
by  this  program  next  year.  Offsetting  savings  of  $282,000  will  be 
made  during  the  coming  year  by  the  installation  of  the  new  data 
processing  operations.  The  funds  approved  will  provide  a  net  in¬ 
crease  of  189  man-years  for  the  program  next  year. 

Watershed  protection.- — The  bill  carries  a  total  of  $63,222,000  for 
fiscal  year  1964,  an  increase  of  $1,845,650  over  fiscal  year  1963  and 
a  decrease  of  $770,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  amount  recommended  includes  an  additional  $1  million  to 
expand  cooperative  basin  surveys.  This  will  provide  a  total  of 
$3,042,900  for  this  purpose  for  the  coming  year,  which  will  enable 
the  Department  to  initiate  8  additional  surveys  in  fiscal  year  1964, 
to  continue  10  surveys  initiated  in  fiscal  year  1963  on  a  full-year 
basis,  and  to  continue  6  surveys  initiated  prior  to  fiscal  year  1963. 
Fourteen  of  the  surveys  will  be  carried  out  in  cooperation  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  10  will  be  in  cooperation  with  State  water 
resource  agencies.  In  this  connection,  the  committee  feels  that 
additional  efforts  should  be  made  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
to  coordinate  its  studies  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  and  other  interested  agencies.  Further  efforts 
are  required  to  get  agreement  on  and  clearly  define  the  areas  of 
jurisdiction  of  these  various  agencies,  in  order  to  prevent  unnecessary 
duplication  in  this  work. 
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In  addition  to  the  increase  outlined  above,  an  additional  $18,000 
is  recommended  to  meet  increased  postage  costs,  an  additional 
$415,600  is  proposed  to  finance  60  percent  of  the  pay  act  increases 
required  during  the  coming  year,  and  $412,  050  additional  is  provided 
for  watershed  planning  and  works  of  improvement. 

A  total  of  1,702  watershed  applications  have  been  received  from 
the  inception  of  the  program  through  June  30,  1962.  Of  these,  no 
planning  has  been  initiated  on  683  which  are  expected  to  be  suitable 
and  qualified  for  assistance.  It  is  estimated  that  an  additional  450 
applications  will  be  received  during  fiscal  years  1963  and  1964  of 
which  250  will  be  approved  for  planning. 

The  1964  budget  proposes  $5,892,000  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  the  same  amount  as  provided  for  fiscal  year  1963, 
plus  pay  act  increases.  While  no  specific  increase  has  been  provided 
for  this  purpose  in  the  bill  for  1964,  the  Department  is  expected  to 
transfer  funds  from  watershed  improvement  work  in  whatever  amounts 
may  be  necessary  to  proceed  on  all  applications  which  are  qualified 
and  approved  for  watershed  planning  during  the  coming  year. 

The  1964  budget  states  that  it  is  proposed  to  start  36  new  watershed 
projects  during  the  coming  year.  The  committee  does  not  feel  that 
any  numerical  restriction  of  this  type  should  be  placed  on  watershed 
projects.  It  recommends  that  the  Department  start  new  projects  to 
the  fullest  extent  possible  within  funds  available. 

Flood  prevention. — An  appropriation  of  $25,465,000  is  recommended 
for  the  program  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$139,150  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $111,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  This  decrease  results  from  the  allowance  of  only  60  percent 
of  the  Pay  Act  increases  required  by  this  program  next  year. 

The  progress  on  most  of  the  11  major  watersheds  financed  by  this 
appropriation  is  still  far  behind  the  original  schedule  established  in 
1944.  At  that  time  it  was  estimated  that  these  projects  would  be 
completed  in  some  15  years.  Work  on  the  Buffalo  Creek  watershed 
project  in  New  York  is  now  estimated  to  be  completed  in  1964. 
However,  the  remaining  10  projects  will  still  require  many  more  years 
to  complete,  even  though  it  is  nearly  20  years  since  the  program  was 
originally  established.  Now  that  local  sponsors  are  meeting  their  re¬ 
sponsibilities  at  increasing  rates,  the  Department  is  urged  to  make 
every  effort  to  speed  up  the  completion  of  this  work.  Constantly 
increasing  construction  costs  and  salary  increases,  and  the  need  for 
the  flood  protection  these  projects  will  provide,  make  it  essential  that 
these  projects  be  completed  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

While  no  increase  in  permanent  personnel  has  been  provided  for 
this  program,  the  Department  should  use  its  authority  to  employ 
temporary  personnel  to  the  fullest  extent  necessary  to  speed  up  the 
planning  and  installation  work  on  these  projects. 

Great.  Plains  conservation  program..- — The  bill  includes  $12,994,000 
for  fiscal  year  1964,  a  net  increase  of  $640,450  over  fiscal  year  1964, 
and  a  decrease  of  $1,646,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase 
will  provide  an  additional  $586,000  for  some  170  additional  cost¬ 
sharing  assistance  contracts  with  the  additional  farmers  and  ranchers 
who  wish  to  come  into  this  program  during  the  coming  year.  In 
addition,  the  increase  provides  $62,450  for  60  percent  of  the  Pay  Act 
increases  required  by  the  program  next  year.  These  are  partially 
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offset  by  a  decrease  of  $8,000  due  to  the  new  data  processing  system. 
No  increase  in  personnel  is  authorized. 

Resources  conservation  and  development.— Tins  new  program,  which 
was  authorized  by  section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962 
(Public  Law  87-703),  provides  for  technical  assistance  in  planning  and 
carrying  out  land  conservation  and  land  utilization  projects  in 
selected  areas.  Although  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  responsible 
for  administering  the  work  of  this  program,  it  is  carried  on  coopera¬ 
tively  with  other  Federal  agencies  and  departments,  State  and  local 
agencies,  and  sponsoring  organizations.  Other  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  will  share  in  the  work  of  these  projects  in 
accordance  with  their  regularly  assigned  functions.  Governing  bodies 
of  soil  conservation  districts,  in  cooperation  with  other  interested 
committees  or  groups,  are  expected  to  provide  local  project  sponsor¬ 
ship.  These  projects  will  usually  be  in  areas  where  acceleration  of 
conservation  activities  is  required  to  provide  additional  economic 
opportunities  to  the  residents  of  a  single  district,  or  parts  of  several 
adjoining  districts,  or  other  geographic  planning  units  within  a  land 
resource  area. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,200,000  is  proposed  to  initiate  this  program 
during  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $5,075,000  in  the  budget 
request.  The  amount  provided  includes  $200,000  to  assist  in  formu¬ 
lating  local  plans  and  programs,  $500,000  for  technical  assistance  in 
installing  works  of  improvement  on  approved  projects  in  selected 
areas,  and  $500,000  to  provide  long-term  loans  to  sponsoring  organiza¬ 
tions  where  needed  to  install  conservation  practices  and  works  of 
improvement  on  approved  projects.  It  is  estimated  that  24  addi¬ 
tional  man-years  of  employment  will  be  required  to  carry  out  this 
program  at  the  level  approved  for  the  next  year. 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Economic  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  No.  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  19,53,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service 
develops  and  carries  out  a  program  of  economic  research  designed  to 
benefit  farmers  and  the  general  public.  The  findings  of  this  research 
are  made  available  to  farmers  and  others  through  research  reports 
and  through  economic  outlook  and  situation  reports  on  major  com¬ 
modities,  the  national  economy,  and  the  international  economy. 

An  appropriation  of  $9,832,000  is  recommended  for  the  next  fiscal 
year,  a  net  increase  of  $320,850  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  decrease 
of  $469,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  includes  an  addi¬ 
tional  $17,000  to  meet  increased  postal  costs,  $201,850  to  cover  60 
percent  of  the  Pay  Act  increases  required  for  the  coming  year,  and 
$110,000  for  the  employment  of  10  additional  people  for  research  on 
foreign  trade  expansion  and  problems  related  to  the  Common  Market. 
These  increases  are  partially  offset  by  a  reduction  of  $8,000  due  to 
the  new  data  processing  system. 

Foreign  supply  and  demand  studies  are  underway  in  19  countries 
that  are  important  or  potential  export  markets.  Studies  are  needed 
in  additional  countries  and  further  analysis  is  needed  of  major  changes 
in  the  demand  for  U.S.  agricultural  commodities  in  all  of  the  areas 
of  the  world. 
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STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service 
was  created  to  give  coordinated  leadership  to  the  statistical  reporting 
research  and  service  programs  of  the  Department.  It  provides  a 
channel  for  the  orderly  flow  of  statistical  intelligence  about  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  of  this  country.  The  primary  responsibilities  of 
this  Service  are  the  nationwide  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  co¬ 
ordination  and  improvement  in  the  Department’s  statistical  require¬ 
ments,  and  special  surveys  of  market  potentials  for  agricultural 
products. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $11,079,000,  a  net 
increase  of  $1,057,150  over  the  1963  appropriation  and  a  decrease  of  ( 
$473,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  includes  $75,000  to 
meet  increased  postal  costs,  $150,150  to  provide  60  percent  of  the  pay 
increases  for  the  coming  year,  $80,000  to  reimburse  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  for  handling  of  rural  mail  surveys  previously  handled  on 
a  nonreimbursable  basis,  and  $760,000  to  continue  the  long-range 
program  for  improvement  of  the  crop  and  livestock  estimates.  These 
are  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  of  $8,000  due  to  the  new  data 
processing  system. 

The  increase  of  $760,000  is  the  fourth  increment  of  the  long-range 
improvement  program  started  in  fiscal  year  1961.  It  will  be  used  to 
place  the  11  Western  States,  currently  on  a  pilot  basis,  on  a  full  operat¬ 
ing  basis,  which  will  provide  a  full  program  of  enumerative  surveys 
in  35  States  and  will  permit  placing  12  Northeastern  States  and  Florida 
on  a  pilot  basis.  This  will  give  coverage  for  the  first  time  in  the  48 
continental  States. 

The  need  for  crop  reporting  for  specialty  crops  was  brought  to 
the  committee’s  attention  during  this  year’s  hearings.  To  meet  this 
need  it  is  recommended  that  the  Department  establish  a  central 
clearing  point  for  the  exchange  of  information  on  such  things  as  plant-  , 
ings,  crop  conditions,  production,  and  prices.  Such  information  * 
could  be  made  available  to  the  industry  on  a  much  more  useful  basis 
in  this  way. 

There  is  also  a  need  to  strengthen  the  cattle-on-feed  reporting 
system  by  extending  quarterly  reports  to  Texas  and  Nebraska  and 
changing  several  States  from  annual  to  quarterly  reports.  The  1964 
budget  has  not  included  separate  funds  for  this  purpose.  The  De¬ 
partment  is  requested  to  give  attention  to  this  need  as  fully  as  possible 
in  the  coming  year  within  funds  provided  in  the  bill,  however,  and 
be  prepared  to  consider  the  matter  further  during  hearings  on  next 
year’s  budget. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  was  established  November  2, 
1953,  under  authority  of  section  161,  Revised  Status  (5  U.S.C.  22), 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The 
Service  carries  on  the  following  principal  programs  with  appropriated 
funds: 

Marketing  services :  These  activities  contribute  to  the  efficient 
and  orderly  marketing  of  agricultural  commodities.  Funds  for 
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the  research  activities  have  been  transferred  to  the  Agriculture 
Research  Service.) 

Payments  to  States:  The  Service  administers  the  matched 
fund  program  for  marketing  activities  carried  out  through 
cooperative  arrangements  by  State  departments  of  agriculture, 
bureaus  of  markets,  and  similar  State  agencies. 

Special  milk  program:  Assistance  is  provided  to  States  for 
making  reimbursement  payments  to  eligible  schools  and  child¬ 
care  institutions  which  inaugurate  or  expand  milk  service  in 
order  to  increase  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children. 

School  lunch  program:  Federal  assistance  is  provided  to  States, 
Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam  for  use  in  serving  nutri¬ 
tious  midday  meals  to  children  attending  schools  of  high  school 
grades  or  under  in  order  to  improve  the  health  and  well-being 
of  the  Nation’s  children,  and  broaden  the  market  for  agricultural 
food  commodities. 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  marketing 
agreements  and  orders:  These  activities  directly  or  indirectly 
tend  to  maintain  prices  received  by  farmers  and  establish  and 
maintain  orderly  marketing  conditions  through  (a)  removing 
from  the  market  surplus  agricultural  commodities  through  pur¬ 
chase  and  donation  to  eligible  recipients,  export  and  diversion 
payments;  distribution  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
donated  commodities  to  eligible  outlets  authorized  under  section 
416;  and  cooperation  with  the  food  trade  and  others  to  encourage 
greater  consumption  of  abundant  foods;  (6)  formulation  and 
administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders. 

Food  stamp  program:  This  program,  operating  on  a  pilot 
basis  in  fiscal  year  1963,  is  aimed  at  increasing  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  commodities  by  providing  increased  purchas¬ 
ing  power  to  needy  persons  through  issuance  of  food  coupons. 

Marketing  services. — The  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  includes 
$37,061,000  for  this  purpose,  a  net  increase  of  $1,026,505  over  fiscal 
year  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $834,325  in  the  budget  estimate.  The 
increase  includes  $160,000  for  additional  postage  costs,  $733,205  to 
finance  60  percent  of  the  pay  act  increases  for  the  coming  year,  and 
$250,000  to  provide  32  additional  poultry  inspectors.  These  increases 
are  partially  offset  by  a  reduction  of  $116,700  due  to  savings  resulting 
from  the  new  data  processing  system. 

Poultry  production  has  increased  steadily  in  recent  years  and  the 
number  of  plants  and  evisceration  lines  has  reflected  this  growth. 
The  number  of  poultry  processing  plants  requiring  inspection  has 
increased  from  480  in  1959  to  an  estimated  1,086  in  fiscal  year  1964. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the  committee,  a  separate  unit 
should  be  established  from  present  funds  for  the  administration  of 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  Also,  Department  regulations  for 
this  program  should  be  modified  and  revised,  recognizing  essential 
differences  in  areas,  as  suggested  in  previous  reports  of  this  committee. 
Further,  the  officials  of  this  program  should  immediately  discontinue 
the  practice  of  publicizing  any  claim  or  charge  against  any  individual 
or  stockyard  company  for  violation  of  regulations  where  no  formal 
hearings  have  been  held  or  penalties  invoked.  Hearings  or  penalties 
should  be  for  actions  in  violation  of  regulations  and  not  for  agreements 
which  may  have  been  forced  in  the  first  instance. 
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The  committee  also  feels  that  free  distribution  of  any  commodity 
through  any  food  donation  program  should  be  held  to  such  level  as 
will,  in  the  opinion  of  the  trade,  not  interfere  with  normal  commercial 
sales  or  destroy  the  public  demand  for  the  product  through  com¬ 
mercial  channels.  Recent  free  distribution  of  peanut  butter  through 
food  donation  channels  appears  to  seriously  threaten  normal  com¬ 
mercial  retail  sales  of  this  product,  according  to  witnesses  before  the 
committee. 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions. — Federal  payments,  authorized 
by  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  are  made 
under  cooperative  agreements  between  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  State  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Bureau  of  Markets, 
and  similar  State  agencies  for  the  conduct  of  eligible  marketing  service 
activities  on  a  matching  fund  basis.  The  States  contribute  at  least 
half  of  the  cost  and  perform  the  work  with  State  personnel. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,425,000  is  recommended  for  the 
fiscal  year  1964.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated  for  the 
previous  fiscal  year.  No  increase  in  Federal  personnel  is  involved  in 
this  appropriation. 

Special  milk  program. — The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  primarily 
at  increasing  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  Nonprofit 
schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer  camps 
and  child-care  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of  children, 
are  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program.  From  its  inception  in  fiscal 
year  1955  through  fiscal  year  1962,  the  program  was  financed  through 
advances  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Agriculture 
Act  of  1961  (Public  Law  87-128)  approved  August  8,  1961,  changed 
financing  to  a  direct  appropriation  beginning  June  1,  1962,  and  ex¬ 
tended  the  authorization  through  June  30,  1967. 

An  appropriation  of  $100  million  is  proposed  for  the  next  fiscal 
year,  a  continuation  of  the  amount  expended  for  fiscal  year  1963  and  a 
reduction  of  $2  million  in  the  budget  estimate. 

In  1962,  milk  consumption  under  the  program,  2.6  billion  half-pints, 
was  nearly  six  times  the  quantity  consumed  in  1955.  The  volume 
amounted  to  more  than  2}{  percent  of  the  total  nonfarm  consumption 
of  fluid  milk  in  the  United  States.  This  was  in  addition  to  the  2.4 
billion  half-pints  used  in  the  school  lunch  type  A  meals. 

School  Ivnch  program. — The  committee  proposes  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $137  million,  plus  the  transfer  of  $45  million  from  section 
32  funds  for  the  purchase  of  meats  and  other  foods  needed  to  provide 
balanced  school  lunches.  This  is  an  increase  of  $12  million  over  the 
appropriation  approved  for  fiscal  year  1963.  No  increase  in  employ¬ 
ment  is  authorized. 

For  a  number  of  years  the  committee  has  felt  that  funds  for  this 
program  should  increase  as  the  number  of  children  served  increases. 
To  that  end  the  Committee  this  year  has  set  the  figure  at  a  fixed 
reimbursement  rate  for  the  number  of  meals  expected  to  be  served 
next  year.  The  appropriation  provided  in  this  bill  has  been  computed 
on  such  a  basis  for  the  first  time,  and  should  continue  on  such  basis 
hereafter. 

In  fiscal  year  1962  a  total  of  2.4  billion  school  lunches  were  served. 
This  increased  to  nearly  2.6  billion  in  fiscal  year  1963  and  is  expected  to 
increase  to  at  least  2.7  billion  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  At  an 
average  reimbursement  rate  of  5  cents  per  meal  for  the  coming  year, 
an  appropriation  of  $135  million  will  be  required.  In  addition, 
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$2  million  is  provided  for  the  regular  administrative  expenses  of  the 
program. 

Removal  oj  surplus  agricultural  commodities  (sec.  32). — Section  32 
funds  are  used  to  encourage  exportation  and  domestic  consumption  of 
agricultural  products  and  to  stabilize  market  prices  either  through 
announcements  that  the  Department  stands  ready  to  enter  the  mar¬ 
ket,  or  by  actual  participation  in  the  market.  Generally,  surpluses 
are  removed  from  the  market  through  purchases,  which  are  then  do¬ 
nated  to  schools,  institutions,  and  needy  persons. 

Language  is  included  in  the  bill  this  year  for  the  first  time  to  con¬ 
trol  the  use  of  section  32  funds  for  purposes  other  than  operation  of 
the  commodity  programs  authorized  by  basic  law  and  for  which  the 
fund  was  originally  provided.  // 

The  committee  has  also  included  language  to  permit  the  use  of  up 
to  $25  million  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  increase  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  of  any  basic  farm  commodity  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  supply.  The  use  of  "these 
funds  for  this  purpose  appears  fully  justified,  since  they  come  from 
import  duties  and  the  problems  facing  many  of  our  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  at  present  are  due  to  the  failure  to  use  the  provisions  of 
section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  limit  the 
importation  of  such  products. 

This  action  should  be  a  real  saving  to  the  taxpayer  as  a  result  of 
increased  domestic  consumption  and  decreased  costs.  For  example, 
an  increased  domestic  consumption  of  1  million  bales  of  cotton  alone 
could  save  the  taxpayers  some  $30  million  or  more  per  year.  Similar 
savings  for  wheat,  soybeans,  and  other  large  crops  can  also  be  made 
through  the  use  of  this  authority. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  promotes  the  export  of  U.S.  farm 
products  and  represents  the  Department  and  U.S.  agriculture  abroad. 
It  conducts  foreign  market  development  programs  and  collects  and 
disseminates  to  U.S.  agriculture  the  basic  information  essential  to 
aggressive  foreign  marketing  of  U.S.  agricultural  products  and  to 
making  necessary  adjustments  to  meet  changing  situations  abroad. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $18,505,000,  a  net  increase  of  $1,369,730  over  fiscal  year 
1963  and  a  decrease  of  $534,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  Based  on 
the  total  funds  available  to  this  service  for  fiscal  year  1963,  including 
$3,994,000  for  the  special  foreign  currency  program,  this  is  a  net 
reduction  of  $2,624,270. 

The  increase  recommended  includes  $239,730  to  finance  60  percent 
of  the  pay  increases  for  the  coming  year,  $150,000  for  3  additional 
marketing  specialists  and  10  other  personnel  engaged  in  market  de¬ 
velopment  and  trade  expansion  work,  and  $1  million  for  market 
development  projects  under  cooperative  agreements  with  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  producers  and  trade  groups.  These  are  offset  by  a  reduction 
of  $20,000  resulting  from  the  new  data  processing  operation. 

The  $1  million  for  market  development  was  provided  by  transfer 
from  the  foreign  currency  program  in  fiscal  year  1963.  Since  no 
funds  are  being  provided  for  the  foreign  currency  program  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  the  $1  million  has  been  included  as  a  direct  appro¬ 
priation  under  this  heading  for  the  coming  year. 

H.  Rept.  355,  88-1 - 4 
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The  domestic  demand  for  farm  products  is  expected  to  expand 
around  lK  percent  in  the  present  year,  mainly  as  a  result  of  population 
growth.  Export  markets  for  farm  products  are  now  expected  to  be 
somewhat  below  the  high  level  of  $5.1  billion  attained  in  1961-62. 
One  of  the  important  factors  in  this  expected  reduction  is  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  levies  by  the  Common  Market  countries  which  became  effective 
on  July  30  of  last  year.  Total  U.S.  agricultural  exports  to  Common 
Market  countries  were  13  percent  lower  during  the  months  of  August- 
November  1962,  than  a  year  earlier.  Exports  of  wheat  flour  were 
reduced  65  percent  and  those  of  poultry  products  dropped  40  percent. 

The  additional  funds  and  personnel  authorized  in  this  appropriation 
are  to  be  used  for  increased  market  development  work  abroad  in  an 
effort  to  retain  and  expand  dollar  markets  for  U.S.  agricultural 
commodities. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administers  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended.  The  objectives 
are  to  prevent  commodity  price  manipulation  and  market  corners; 
prevent  dissemination  of  false  and  misleading  crop  and  market 
information  affecting  commodity  prices;  protect  hedgers  and  other 
users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets  against  cheating,  fraud,  and 
manipulative  practices;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership  privileges 
and  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  producers;  insure 
trust  fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  ecpiities  of  hedgers  and 
other  traders  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such  funds  by  brokers;  and 
provide  information  to  the  public  regarding  trading  operations  and 
contract  markets. 

The  bill  carries  an  appropriation  of  $1,093,000,  an  increase  of 
$32,050  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $2,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  The  entire  increase  is  provided  to  cover  pay  act  costs  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5,  1961,  under  the 
authority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance  with 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  USC  133Z).  The 
Service  carries  on  the  following  principal  programs  from  appropriated 
funds: 

Acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas:  The  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  authorizes  production  ad¬ 
justment  for  designated  basic  commodities  (tobacco,  peanuts, 
wheat,  cotton,  and  rice)  through  acreage  allotments,  and  the 
adjustment  of  supplies  through  marketing  quotas  when  supplies 
reach  specified  levels  in  relation  to  normal  demand. 

Special  voluntary  acreage  reduction  programs  are  in  effect  for 
the  1962  and  1963  crops  of  wheat  and  feed  grains.  The  chief 
objectives  of  these  special  programs  are  to  (1)  increase  farm  in¬ 
come,  (2)  prevent  further  buildup  of  surplus  stocks  and  to  reduce 
such  stocks,  and  (3)  reduce  program  costs  of  price  support 
activities. 

Sugar  act  program:  The  chief  objective  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  is  “to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of 
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sugar  and  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  in¬ 
dustry.”  This  involves  (a)  determination  of  U.S.  consumption 
requirements;  (b)  administration  of  quotas  to  regulate  imports 
of  sugar  produced  in  foreign  areas,  as  well  as  marketing  of  sugar 
produced  in  domestic  areas;  and  (c)  payments  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugarbeets  and  sugarcane,  provided  producers  comply 
with  certain  labor,  wage,  price,  and  marketing  requirements 
prescribed  by  law. 

Agricultural  conservation  program:  This  program  is  authorized 
by  the  provisions  of  section  7  to  16(a),  inclusive,  and  section  17 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended.  Its  objectives  include  (1)  restoring  and  improving 
soil  fertility,  (2)  reducing  erosion  caused  by  wind  and  water,  and 
(3)  conserving  water  on  land.  Cost-sharing  assistance  is  fur¬ 
nished  to  individual  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  carrying  out  approved  soil-build¬ 
ing  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  This 
assistance  represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the 
practice.  The  farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost,  and  in  addi¬ 
tion  supplies  labor  and  management  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
practice. 

Land  use  adjustment  program:  Section  16(e)  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  by  section 
101  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  provides  for  long¬ 
term  agreements  under  which  cropping  systems  and  land  uses  will 
be  changed  (1)  to  permanently  shift  to  better  productive  use 
cropland  which  is  not  well  suited  for  crop  use,  and  (2)  to  tempo¬ 
rarily  shift  to  better  productive  use  and  utilize  for  other  purposes 
land  which  is  suitable  for  crop  use  but  not  currently  needed  for 
crops. 

Emergency  conservation  measures:  The  objective  of  this 
program,  which  is  authorized  by  the  Third  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  of  1957  and  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Acts 
of  1958  and  1959,  is  to  restore  to  normal  agricultural  use  farm¬ 
lands  which  have  been  damaged  by  wind  erosion,  hurricanes, 
floods,  or  other  natural  disasters.  To  this  end,  farmers  are 
offered  cost-sharing  assistance  for  carrying  out  approved  practices. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  The  conservation  reserve 
program  authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank  Act  is  a  long-range  program 
under  which  farmers  have  voluntarily  contracted  to  take  crop¬ 
land  out  of  production  for  a  specified  number  of  years  and  devote 
it  to  conservation  uses.  In  return  the  farmer  receives  (a)  an 
annual  rental  payment  for  the  contract  period,  and  (b)  assistance 
in  either  cash  or  conservation  materials  and  services  for  carrying 
out  approved  conservation  practices  on  the  reserved  acreage. 

-  Farmers  are  required  to  apply  approved  conservation  practices 
to  the  reserve  acreage  which  include  establishing  grasses,  legumes, 
or  trees,  or  to  devote  it  to  soil-water-forest  or  wildlife  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  They  may  not  harvest  a  crop  from  the  reserved 
acres  or  graze  them,  except  when  authorized  in  emergencies. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  program  activities:  Various 
price  support  and  related  programs  have  been  authorized  in 
numerous  legislative  enactments  since  the  early  1930’s.  Opera- 
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tions  under  these  programs  are  financed  through  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  are  utilized  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  programs  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
the  Administrator  of  the  Service  is  also  Executive  Vice  President 
of  the  Corporation. 

Foreign  assistance  programs  and  other  special  activities: 
Various  surplus  disposal  programs  and  other  special  activities  are 
conducted  pursuant  to  specific  statutory  authorizations  and 
directives.  These  laws  authorize  the  use  of  CCC  funds  and 
facilities  to  implement  the  programs.  Appropriations  for  these 
programs  are  transferred  or  paid  to  the  Corporation  for  its  costs 
incurred  in  connection  with  these  activities,  such  as  Public 
Law  480;  International  Wheat  Agreement;  Bartered  materials 
for  supplemental  stockpile;  National  Wool  Act.  ^ 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service.- — -An 
appropriation  of  $105,737,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1964,  an  increase  of  $10,314,000  over  fiscal  year  1963,  and  a  decrease 
of  $9,207,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  increase  includes  $4,830,000  to  cover  1963  Pay  Act  costs 
financed  by  transfer  of  funds  and  60  percent  of  the  pay  act  increases 
required  for  the  coming  year.  In  addition,  it  includes  $195,000  to 
meet  increased  postage  costs,  $5  million  for  performance  checking  on 
the  feed  grain  and  wheat  stabilization  programs,  and  $500,000  for 
administration  of  the  land  use  adjustment  program  authorized  by 
section  101  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  These  increases 
are  partially  offset  by  a  reduction  of  $211,000  due  to  savings  from  the 
installation  of  the  new  data  processing  system. 

The  increase  will  provide  funds  to  complete  measurement  of  acreage 
diverted  under  the  1963  feed  grain  and  wheat  programs  and  will 
permit  a  second  check  on  participating  farms  to  determine  ultimate 
use  made  of  diverted  acreage.  This  increase  will  also  provide  funds 
for  acreage  measurement  in  1964  for  wheat  farmers  who  elect  to  plant 
within  then’  allotments  and  qualify  for  price  support,  and  other  * 
measurements  as  required  by  present  law.  No  funds  are  included  1 
for  administering  the  1964  feed  grain  program. 

Section  101,  title  I,  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962,  provides  for 
a  land  use  adjustment  program  under  which  payments  are  to  be  made 
to  producers  for  making  changes  in  land  uses  and  cropping  systems 
and  for  conserving  and  developing  soil,  water,  forests,  wildlife,  and 
recreational  resources.  With  the  $500,000  included  in  this  bill  for 
administrative  purposes  it  is  proposed  to  extent  the  pilot  program 
initiated  in  1963  to  other  areas  of  the  country  (1)  to  cover  a  portion  of 
the  land  released  from  the  conservation  reserve,  and  (2)  to  extend 
conservation  practices  to  other  land. 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  that  county  and 
community  committeemen  are  being  required  to  sign  statements  that 
they  will  support  the  programs  and  policies  they  will  administer.  In 
the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee  this  re¬ 
quirement  is  unwarranted  and  is  not  authorized.  It  has  subjected 
the  activities  of  the  Department  to  severe  partisan  criticism.  The 
Secretary  should  discontinue  this  requirement. 

The  use  of  any  funds  provided  in  this  appropriation  bill  in  an  effort 
to  influence  the  vote  of  any  participant  in  any  referendum  on  any 
proposed  farm  program  or  pending  agricultural  legislation  is  not 
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within  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee 
would  be  completely  unauthorized. 

Some  years  ago,  Congress  adopted  legislation  to  assure  proper  secu¬ 
rity  measures  for  the  handling  of  crop  and  livestock  estimates  as  the 
result  of  instances  of  premature  release  of  information  which  caused 
considerable  damage  to  those  engaged  in  producing  and  handling 
agriculture  commodities.  Apparently  the  rules  and  regulations  and 
security  measures  adopted  under  this  law  are  working  satisfactorily. 
No  further  criticisms  or  complaints  have  come  to  this  committee’s 
attention. 

In  view  of  the  large  volume  of  commodities  and  large  amounts  of 
funds  involved  in  the  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion — a  $14.5  billion  corporation — and  in  view  of  their  impact  on 
commercial  markets,  it  is  the  feeling  of  the  committee  that  protec¬ 
tions  somewhat  similar  to  those  for  crop  and  livestock  estimates  should 
be  established  for  the  handling  of  the  affairs  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  full  and  complete 
minutes  be  recorded  of  all  meetings  of  the  Corporation  and  that  secu¬ 
rity  measures  be  instituted  relative  to  actions  and  decisions  on  price 
support  levels,  purchase  programs,  announcements  of  proposed  sales 
programs,  and  other  significant  factors.  Also,  it  is  recommended  that 
significant  actions  and  decisions  affecting  the  conduct  of  the  business 
of  this  Corporation  be  based  on  written  legal  opinions  obtained  from 
the  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Sugar  Act  program. — Payments  are  made  to  domestic  producers  of 
sugarbeet  and  sugarcane  who  comply  with  certain  special  require¬ 
ments.  To  finance  these  payments,  a  tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  is  imposed  on  all  beet  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or  imported 
into  the  United  States  for  direct  consumption.  During  the  period 
1938-62,  collections  of  $1.9  billion  from  excise  taxes  and  import  taxes 
have  exceeded  payments  by  $465.5  million.  Estimated  collections 
through  fiscal  year  1964  of  $2.3  billion  will  exceed  estimated  payments 
by  $667  million. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $78  million  for  the 
next  year,  an  increase  of  $350,000  over  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $2 
million  in  the  budget  estimate. 

Total  sugar  production  from  1963  crops  is  estimated  at  6,275,000 
tons,  an  increase  of  304,000  tons  over  production  from  1962  crops. 
Of  this  increase,  250,000  tons  is  expected  from  the  beet  area,  50,000 
tons  from  Hawaii,  and  4,000  tons  from  the  Virgin  Islands.  The 
increase  of  $350,000  is  provided  to  partially  meet  this  increased  pro¬ 
duction.  If  estimated  production  increases  are  fully  realized,  some 
additional  funds  may  be  needed  at  a  later  date. 

Agriculture  conservation  program. — An  appropriation  of  $215  million 
is  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1964  to  make  payments  earned  under 
the  program  authorized  in  the  1963  appropriation  bill.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $2,100,000  over  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1962, 
due  to  greater  participation  in  the  1963  program.  It  is  a  reduction 
of  $5  million  in  the  budget  estimate.  Amounts  due  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  are  legal  commitments  and  funds  must  be  provided  to  pay  all 
contracts  entered  into. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  1964  program  authorization  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill  to  the  regular  $250  million  operating  level.  In  7 
of  the  past  10  years,  Congress  has  been  called  upon  to  restore  budget 
cuts  recommended  in  this  program  authorization. 
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In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee, 
the  funds  expended  through  this  program  return  to  the  Nation  the 
greatest  possible  conservation  benefits.  Further,  this  program  pro¬ 
vides  the  best  possible  means  of  meeting  local  conservation  needs  in 
all  areas  of  the  country.  It  is  far  more  effective  than  many  other 
approaches  adopted  in  recent  years. 

Conservation  practices  under  this  program  are  developed  initially 
at  the  local  level  by  ASC  State  and  county  committees,  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  and  the  Federal  Forest  Service.  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  land-grant  colleges,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration, 
State  conservation  committees,  and  other  State  and  Federal  agricul¬ 
tural  agencies  also  participate  in  these  determinations. 

The  recommendations  of  these  groups  are  used  as  the  basis  to  formu¬ 
late  joint  recommendations  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service  in  Washington.  From  these  recommendations,  the 
various  agencies  of  the  Department  in  Washington  develop  and 
recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  national  program. 
State  and  local  people  then  develop  their  local  programs  within  the 
structure  of  the  national  program  approved  by  the  Secretary.  No 
practices  are  adopted  and  put  into  effect  in  any  State  or  county  unless 
approved  by  the  local  conservation  groups. 

Through  the  years  this  program  has  been  the  principal  stimulus  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  to  apply  needed  conservation  measures.  It  has 
stimulated  twice  as  much  conservation  as  the  amount  of  Federal  funds 
provided,  since  the  farmer  puts  up  about  half  the  cost  of  conservation 
practices  installed,  plus  his  labor.  The  program  has  over  1  million 
participants  each  year,  which  is  nearly  25  percent  of  all  farming  units 
in  the  United  States.  In  1962,  there  were  approximately  1.2  million 
participants. 

Since  1936,  conservation  measures  performed  under  this  program 
have  made  a  major  contribution  to  the  total  soil  and  water  conser¬ 
vation  effort  of  the  Nation.  Over  1.7  million  dams  and  reservoirs 
have  been  constructed,  some  26  million  acres  of  the  land  have  been 
terraced,  over  111  million  acres  have  been  protected  by  stripcropping, 
about  41  million  acres  have  been  placed  under  proper  drainage  prac¬ 
tices,  over  44  million  acres  of  range  or  pasture  and  770  million  acres  of 
other  lands  have  been  placed  under  vegetative  cover. 

Conservation  reserve  program. — An  appropriation  of  $294  million  is 
proposed  for  fiscal  year  1964  to  pay  off  obligations  incurred  under  the 
conservation  reserve  contracts  still  in  effect.  This  is  a  decrease  of 
$10  million  below  the  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1963. 

Approximately  19,000  contracts  covering  1.3  million  acres  expired 
as  of  last  December.  Additional  contracts  will  expire  at  the  end  of 
1963  and  each  year  thereafter.  Some  of  the  10-year  contracts  entered 
into  in  1960  will  continue  through  fiscal  year  1970.  A  few  of  these 
contracts  for  planting  of  tree  seedlings,  which  were  extended  2  years 
beyond  1960  due  to  the  unavailability  of  tree  seedlings,  will  extend 
through  fiscal  year  1972. 

Land-use  adjustment  program. — Title  1  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962  includes  authority  for  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  long-range 
conservation  plans  with  individual  farmers  and  ranchers  through 
agreements  extending  up  to  10  years.  In  addition,  for  calendar  year 
1963,  the  act  authorizes  assistance  with  respect  to  land  covered  by 
conservation  reserve  contracts  which  expired  last  December. 
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Pilot  projects  will  be  initiated  in  representative  areas  throughout 
the  country  to  determine  how  land  not  needed  for  crop  production 
can  best  be  used  for  conserving  and  developing  soil,  water,  forests, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  resources.  It  is  expected  that  an  adjustment 
payment  will  be  required  to  compensate  the  landholder  for  the  adjust¬ 
ment  made  and  also  share  payments  to  provide  for  the  establishment 
of  trees,  grass,  or  recreational  facilities. 

During  fiscal  year  1963,  agreements  have  been  entered  into  under 
this  pilot  program  totaling  $2,050,437.  Further,  agreements  have 
been  signed  to  continue  conservation  on  over  700,000  acres  of  the 
1.3  million  acres  removed  from  the  conservation  reserve  program  last 
December.  It  is  expected  that  rental  obligations  and  cost  sharing 
on  these  acres  will  total  around  $7  million. 

An  appropriation  of  $2  million  was  provided  in  the  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act  for  1963  (Public  Law  88-25)  to  meet  fiscal  year 
1963  costs  under  these  agreements.  The  bill  for  1964  includes  a 
recommended  appropriation  of  $10  million  to  meet  the  costs  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $9  million  in  the  budget 
estimate.  Approximately  $6  million  will  be  required  to  meet  obliga¬ 
tions  under  the  agreements  on  the  former  conservation  reserve  land. 
The  balance  is  provided  to  meet  1964  practice  payments  under  1963 
pilot  project  agreements  and  to  make  adjustment  and  practice  pay¬ 
ments  under  agreements  to  be  entered  into  during  fiscal  1964. 

OFFICE  OF  RURAL  AREAS  DEVELOPMENT 

Rural  areas  development  program  activities  are  carried  out  by  the 
Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development  which  was  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  memorandum  1448  of  June  16,  1961.  The 
responsibilities  of  the  Office  are  to  (1)  provide  leadership  and  initiative 
in  the  formulation  of  plans  for  carrying  out  rural  development  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  (2)  coordinate  and  expedite 
the  application  of  resources  of  Department  agencies  in  assisting  State, 
local,  private,  community,  and  farm  organizations  and  individuals 
working  for  the  improvement  of  economic  conditions  in  rural  areas; 
(3)  maintain  liaison  with  appropriate  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
executive  branch  and  with  officials  of  public  and  private  organizations 
to  assure  coordinated  effort  in  utilization  of  available  resources  in 
support  of  the  rural  areas  development  program.  The  Office  also 
coordinates  work  conducted  by  USDA  agencies  under  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act  and  the  accelerated  public  works  program,  acts 
as  liaison  between  USDA  agencies  and  other  Federal  agencies.  It 
also  advises  State  and  local  governments  in  establishing  projects 
under  these  programs. 

On  February  28,  1963,  employment  in  the  Office  of  Rural  Areas 
Development  consisted  of  24  employees,  all  of  whom  were  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  This  includes  employees  paid  from  funds  transferred  from 
the  Area  Redevelopment  Administration,  Department  of  Commerce. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year  an  appropriation  of  $120,000  is  recom¬ 
mended,  an  increase  of  $32,150  over  funds  available  for  fiscal  year 
1963  and  a  reduction  of  $14,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase 
includes  $3,220  to  meet  pay  increases  during  the  coming  year,  plus 
funds  to  employ  two  additional  persons  to  strengthen  the  coordination 
and  administration  of  the  Department’s  rural  areas  development 
program. 
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The  rural  areas  development  program  is  expanding  rapidly  through¬ 
out  the  Federal  Government.  Additional  coordination  and  direction 
of  this  program  must  be  provided  if  it  is  to  meet  its  objectives.  The 
additional  funds  are  provided  on  the  assumption  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  will  use  this  Office  to  provide  the  necessary  coordina¬ 
tion  and  direction.  A  large  number  of  agencies  of  the  Department 
are  engaged  in  this  program  and  their  work  must  be  fully  integrated. 
Also  the  work  of  the  Department  must  be  fully  coordinated  with  the 
Area  Kedevelopment  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  other  Federal  agencies  working  on  redevelopment,  if  the  rural 
areas  are  to  realize  the  benefits  of  such  a  program. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  originally  known  as  the  Office 
of  the  Solicitor,  was  established  in  1910  (5  U.S.C.  518)  as  the  law  office 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  performs  all  of  the  legal  work 
arising  from  the  activities  of  the  Department.  The  General  Counsel 
represents  the  Department  in  administrative  proceedings  for  the 
promulgation  of  rules  having  the  force  and  effect  of  law;  in  quasi¬ 
judicial  hearings  held  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  various 
programs  and  acts ;  and  in  proceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  involving  freight  rates  and  practices  relating  to  farm 
commodities,  including  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Commission 
to  the  courts.  He  serves  as  General  Counsel  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation. 
He  reviews  criminal  cases  arising  under  the  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  referral  to  the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  committee  recommends  $3,953,000  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  an 
increase  of  $98,400  over  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $34,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  The  increase  will  cover  approximately  80  percent  of  the 
pay  act  increases  needed  by  this  Office  for  the  coming  year. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  was  established  under  its  present  name  in 
1925  as  a  consolidation  of  functions  formally  organized  as  early  as 
1889,  to  coordinate  in  the  Department  the  dissemination  of  informa¬ 
tion  useful  to  agriculture  as  directed  by  the  act  establishing  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1862. 

The  Office  has  general  direction  and  supervision  of  all  publications 
and  other  information  policies  and  activities  of  the  Department  in¬ 
cluding  the  final  review,  illustrating,  printing,  and  distribution  of 
publications;  clearance  and  release  of  press,  radio,  television,  and 
magazine  materials;  maintenance  of  central  files  of  news  and  general 
illustration-type  photographs;  and  the  preparation  and  distribution 
of  exhibits  and  motion  pictures.  The  Office  publishes  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture,  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Department  Directory,  and  the  Department  List  of  Publications; 
handles  the  details  of  distributing  farmers’  bulletins  allotted  to 
Members  of  Congress;  and  services  letter  and  telephone  requests  for 
general  information  received  in  the  Department.  Under  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  working  capital  fund,  the  Office  also  produces  visual  informa¬ 
tional  materials,  such  as  motion  pictures,  art  and  graphics  materials, 
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and  still  photographic  work  for  the  Department  and  other  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,684,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal 
year  1964,  an  increase  of  $21,780  over  funds  provided  for  the  previous 
year.  The  additional  funds  recommended  are  needed  to  meet  in¬ 
creased  postage  costs  and  to  finance  80  percent  of  the  pay  act  increases 
needed  for  the  coming  year. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 

The  Library,  pursuant  to  the  Department’s  organic  act  of  1862, 
and  under  delegation  from  the  Secretary,  “procures  and  preserves  all 
information  concerning  agriculture  which  can  be  obtained  by  means 
of  books  *  *  *.”  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department,  the 
Library  also  serves  as  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

The  Library  makes  available  to  the  research  workers  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  State  agricultural  colleges,  as  well  as  to  the  general 
public,  the  agricultural  knowledge  of  the  world  that  is  contained  in 
published  literature.  The  Library  collects  current  and  historical 
published  material  and  organizes  it  for  maximum  service  to  the 
Department  and  to  the  public  through  reference  services,  loans  of 
publications,  bibliographical  services,  and  photo  reproductions  of 
library  material.  It  issues  a  monthly  Bibliography  of  Agriculture 
in  which  is  listed  the  agricultural  literature  of  the  world.  The  book 
collection  approximates  1.2  million  volumes. 

For  salaries  and  expenses,  the  committee  recommends  $1,420,000 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $234,680  over  fiscal  year  1963 
and  a  reduction  of  $275,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase 
will  cover  approximately  90  percent  of  the  pay  act  increases  required 
during  the  coming  year  and  will  provide  20  additional  man-years  of 
employment  to  meet  the  expanding  demands  upon  the  Library. 

Research  personnel  of  the  Department  continue  to  make  additional 
demands  on  the  library  for  more  adequate  library  aid.  As  the  research 
programs  increase,  expansion  in  library  facilities  and  services  becomes 
essential.  To  assure  maximum  results  from  the  research  dollars 
invested  each  year,  it  is  essential  that  the  additional  library  facilities 
and  research  information  be  available  to  the  research  technicians 

The  committee  has  also  included  an  appropriation  of  $450,000  for 
the  preparation  of  plans,  specifications  and  drawings  for  a  new  library., 
More  than  20  years’  ago  the  inadequacy  of  the  present  library  quarters 
was  recognized.  Today  the  problems  are  so  severe  that  service  is 
greatly  impaired  and  publications  cannot  be  properly  preserved. 
Many  publications  necessary  for  scientific  research  are  not  being  pur¬ 
chased  because  of  lack  of  space  and  staff  to  store  and  maintain  them. 

It  is  contemplated  that  new  library  facilities  providing  about 
240,000  gross  square  feet  of  usable  space  will  be  needed  to  provide 
adequate  and  efficient  arrangements.  Based  on  comparable  construc¬ 
tion  costs,  it  is  estimated  that  adequate  facilities  can  be  constructed 
for  between  $6  and  $7  million. 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  assisted  by  the  Under  Secretary,  the 
Assistant  Secretaries,  and  members  of  their  immediate  staff,  directs 
and  coordinates  the  work  of  the  Department;  formulates  and  develops 
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policy;  maintains  relationships  with  agricultural  organizations  and 
others  in  the  development  of  farm  programs;  and  maintains  liaison 
with  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  and  Members  of  Congress 
on  all  matters  pertaining  to  legislation  and  policy  to  insure  effective 
performance  of  the  agricultural  programs  of  the  Department. 

The  following  activities  are  also  included  under  General  Adminis¬ 
tration: 

Personnel  administration  and  service  is  carried  on  by  the  Office  of 
Personnel,  the  staff  agency  with  responsibility  for  the  personnel 
management  program  of  the  Department. 

Budgetary  and  financial  administration  and  service  is  carried  on  by 
the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  staff  agency  with  responsibility 
for  functions  relating  to  overall  administration  of  the  budgetary, 
fiscal,  and  related  affairs  of  the  Department. 

General  operations  are  carried  on  by  the  Office  of  Plant  and  Opera¬ 
tions,  a  staff  agency  exercising  general  staff  management  direction  of 
the  housing  of  the  Department’s  activities;  the  leasing  of  commercial 
space  and  management  of  real  property;  procurement  activities;  pur¬ 
chasing,  warehousing,  utilization  and  disposal  of  administrative  and 
operating  supplies  and  equipment. 

Management  appraisal  and  systems  development  functions  are 
carried  out  by  the  Office  of  Management  Appraisal  and  Systems 
Development  which  was  established  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum 
No.  1477  of  December  8,  1961.  The  Office  is  responsible  for  the 
general  direction,  leadership,  and  coordination  in  the  department  of 
management  appraisals,  systems  design,  automatic  data  processing, 
operations  research,  and  related  management  techniques. 

Regulatory  hearings  and  decisions  include  the  work  of  the  Office  of 
Hearing  Examiners  and  of  the  Judicial  Officer.  The  Hearing  Ex¬ 
aminers  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act  relating  to  the  holding  of  hearings  (5  U.S.C.  1006,  1010).  Hear¬ 
ings  are  held  in  connection  with  prescribing  of  new  regulations  and 
orders,  and  on  disciplinary  complaints  filed  by  the  Department,  or  on 
petitions  filed  by  private  parties  asking  relief  from  some  action  of  the 
Department. 

Internal  audit,  inspection,  and  investigations  activities  are  carried 
out  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  which  was  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1503  dated  June  25, 
1962,  and  No.  1524  dated  December  21,  1962.  The  Office  is  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  Secretary  for  assuring  that  existing  laws,  policies,  and 
programs  of  the  Secretary  are  effectively  complied  with  on  every  level 
of  administration  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and 
the  Secretaiy.  It  insures  prompt  and  appropriate  corrective  action 
in  those  areas  in  which  deviation  from  established  law,  policy,  pro¬ 
cedure,  rules,  or  regulations  has  developed;  and  conducts  internal 
audit,  inspection,  and  investigative  activities  within  the  Department 
and  coordinates  and  correlates  them  with  various  investigative 
agencies  of  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Government. 

The  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission  was  established 
pursuant  to  Executive  Order  10472,  approved  July  20,  1953,  amended 
by  Executive  Order  10937,  approved  May  3,  1961.  In  its  advisory 
functions,  the  Commission  is  concerned  with  the  broad  fields  of 
agricultural  policy  and  administration,  both  as  they  affect  the  U.S. 
farmer  and  the  national  economy. 
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For  the  coming  year  the  committee  recommends  an  appropriation 
of  $3,735,000,  an  increase  of  $338,000  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a 
decrease  of  $240,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  includes. 
$113,000  to  meet  80  percent  of  the  Pay  Act  increases  for  next  year, 
plus  $225,000  for  the  new  auditing,  inspection,  and  investigation 
activities. 

This  latter  amount  was  provided  by  transfer  from  the  various 
agencies  of  the  Department  during  fiscal  year  1963.  For  the  coming 
year  it  is  proposed  to  finance  this  work  by  direct  appropriation  under 
this  heading.  The  appropriations  of  the  other  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  have  been  adjusted  accordingly. 

Title  II — Credit  Agencies 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by  Exec¬ 
utive  Order  7037  of  May  11,  1935,  to  make  loans  for  extension  of 
central  station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  was  con¬ 
tinued  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and  became 
part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  under  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  II.  On  October  28,  1949,  Public  Law  423  amended  the 
act  to  authorize  loans  for  furnishing  and  improving  rural  telephone 
service. 

Electric  and  telephone  construction  loans  are  self-liquidating  within 
a  period  not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2  percent  interest. 

Loan  authorization. — For  electrification  loans  during  fiscal  year  1964, 
the  committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate  of  $425  million,  an 
increase  of  $25  million  over  1963.  For  the  telephone  loan  program 
the  committee  recommends  the  budget  estimate  of  $70  million,  a 
reduction  of  $10  million  below  1963.  Of  the  amount  provided  for 
the  electrification  program,  $150  million  has  been  placed  in  a  con¬ 
tingency  reserve,  in  accordance  with  the  practice  followed  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years. 

The  committee  wishes  to  again  point  out  that  these  amounts  are 
not  considered  as  regular  appropriations,  since  they  are  merely  limi¬ 
tations  on  the  amount  of  funds  which  the  REA  may  lend  during  the 
fiscal  year  from  amounts  borrowed  from  the  Treasury  and  funds  are 
not  actually  drawn  from  the  Treasury  until  loans  are  approved  and 
advance  payments  are  made.  Further,  the  amounts  advanced  are 
eventually  repaid  in  full  with  interest. 

The  discussion  of  this  program  earlier  in  this  report  points  out  the 
remarkable  repayment  record  of  the  program  and  notes  that,  as  of 
February  28,  1963,  only  two  borrowers  were  delinquent  and  they  are 
expected  to  become  solvent  in  the  near  future.  During  fiscal  year 
1962,  repayment  of  principal  on  electric  loans  went  over  the  $1  billion 
mark  with  repayments  ahead  of  schedule  exceeding  $16  million. 

Also,  the  responsibilities  of  the  Administrator  in  connection  with 
generation  and  transmission  loans  and  section  5  loans  were  discussed 
at  length  earlier  in  this  report.  Recommendations  were  made  that 
the  Administrator  should  set  up  a  survey  group  within  his  office  and 
should  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  to  the  need  for  such 
loans,  including  a  showing  that  ever}’  effort  has  been  made  to  work  out 
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reasonable  contracts  with  private  power  suppliers  before  approval  of 
generation  and  transmission  loans. 

Salaries  and  expenses.- — An  appropriation  of  $11,162,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $719,800  over  1963 
and  a  decrease  of  $182,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  increase  will  provide  $431,800  to  cover  80  percent  of  the  Pay 
Act  increases  for  the  coming  year,  plus  $300,000  for  the  employment 
of  15  additional  employees  to  implement  the  surveys,  audits,  and  super¬ 
vision  necessary  to  carry  out  recommendations  contained  in  the 
earlier  discussions  of  REA  loans.  These  increases  are  partially  off¬ 
set  by  a  reduction  of  $12,000  due  to  savings  resulting  from  the  cen¬ 
tralized  data  processing  operation. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration,  established  November  1,  1946, 
conducts  the  following  primary  activities: 

Makes  direct  and  insured  farmownership  loans  to  farmers  and 
ranchers  for  acquiring,  enlarging,  or  improving  farms,  including  farm 
buildings,  land  development,  use  and  conservation,  refinancing  in¬ 
debtedness,  and  for  loan-closing  costs.  Loans  are  repayable  in  not 
more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest  not  in  excess  of  5  percent.  In¬ 
sured  loans  are  made  with  funds  advanced  by  private  lenders  and 
payments  of  principal  and  interest  are  fully  guaranteed. 

Makes  direct  and  insured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  and  to  associations  for  the  effective  development 
and  utilization  of  water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement  of  farm¬ 
land  by  soil  and  water  conserving  facilities  and  practices.  Loans  are 
repayable  in  not  more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest  not  in  excess  of 
5  percent. 

Makes  direct  operating  loans  to  farmers  and  ranchers  for  paying 
costs  incident  to  reorganizing  a  farming  system  for  more  profitable 
operations,  for  a  variety  of  essential  farm  operating  expenses  such  as 
purchase  of  livestock,  farm  equipment,  feed,  seed,  fertilizer,  and  farm 
supplies,  for  financing  land  and  water  development,  use  and  conser¬ 
vation,  for  refinancing  indebtedness,  for  other  farm  and  home  needs, 
and  for  loan-closing  costs.  Loans  bear  interest  at  5  percent  and  may 
be  made  for  periods  up  to  7  years,  but  may  be  renewed  for  not  more 
than  5  additional  years 

Makes  direct  emergency  loans  in  designated  areas  where  a  natural 
disaster  has  caused  a  general  need  for  agricultural  credit  which  cannot 
be  met  for  temporary  periods  of  time  by  private,  cooperative,  or  other 
responsible  sources,  including  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
Emergency  loans  bear  interest  not  in  excess  of  3  percent  and  are 
repayable  not  later  than  provided  for  the  regular  loans  for  similar 
purposes. 

Makes  rural  housing  loans  and  grants  for  building  purposes  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  farm  owners, 
to  owners  of  other  real  estate  in  rural  areas,  and  to  long-term  farm 
leaseholders  to  construct,  improve,  alter,  repair,  or  replace  dwellings 
and  essential  farm  service  buildings.  Direct  farm  enlargement  and 
development  loans,  along  with  building  loans,  are  also  made  to  farm- 
owners  on  potentially  adequate  farms  who  need  to  develop  their 
farms  so  as  to  increase  their  income  sufficiently  to  repay  the  loans. 
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Loans  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  33  years  and  bear  interest  at 
4  percent. 

Makes  watershed  and  flood  prevention  loans  from  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  under  “Watershed  protection,  Soil  Conservation  Service”  and 
under  “Flood  prevention,  Soil  Conservation  Service.”  Such  loans  are 
made  to  local  organizations  for  installing,  repairing,  or  improving 
works  of  improvement  and  water  storage  facilities,  purchasing  sites 
or  rights-of-way  and  for  related  costs.  Loans  are  repayable  in  not 
more  than  50  years  at  an  interest  rate  based  on  specified  outstanding 
obligations  of  the  Treasury. 

Makes  insured  loans  for  rental  housing  for  the  elderly  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  insured  loans 
are  made  to  individuals,  corporations,  associations,  trusts,  or  part¬ 
nerships  to  provide  moderate  cost  rental  housing  and  related  facilities 
for  elderly  persons  in  rural  areas.  These  loans,  made  with  funds 
advanced  by  private  lenders,  are  repayable  in  the  number  of  years 
best  suited  to  the  individual  case  and  bear  interest  at  5%  percent. 
No  loan  may  exceed  $100,000. 

Makes  direct  loans  for  rental  housing  for  the  elderly  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  direct  loans 
are  made  to  private  nonprofit  corporations  and  consumer  cooperatives 
to  provide  modest  cost  rental  housing  and  related  facilities  for  elderly 
persons  of  low  or  moderate  income  in  rural  areas.  These  direct  loans, 
made  from  the  Rural  housing  for  the  elderly  revolving  fund,  are  re¬ 
payable  in  not  more  than  50  years  and  bear  interest  at  a  rate  similar 
to  that  of  the  direct  loan  program  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency  for  the  elderly  in  urban  areas  which  is  currently  3 %  percent. 

Beginning  with  fiscal  year  1964  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
will  provide  technical  assistance  and  make  loans  for  rural  renewal 
activity  pursuant  to  section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962.  Loans  will  be  made  to  local  agencies  or  groups  for  rural  renewal 
projects  specifically  related  to  conservation  and  land  utilization. 

Direct  loan  account. — Pursuant  to  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  a  direct  loan  account  was  established  in 
fiscal  vear  1962.  Collections  of  principal  and  interest  on  loans  out¬ 
standing  are  deposited  in  the  direct  loan  account  and  are  available 
for  principal  and  interest  payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  and  for  making  additional  loans  for  (a)  farmowner- 
ship,  (b)  soil  and  water  conservation,  and  (c)  operating  purposes. 
Such  loans  may  be  made  only  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  authorized 
in  annual  appropriation  acts. 

As  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1963,  it  is  estimated  that  this  new 
account  will  have  a  balance  on  hand  of  $167,063,969.  It  is  further 
estimated  that  collections  during  next  year  will  total  $303,084,000, 
which  will  provide  total  funds  available  for  fiscal  year  1964  of 
$470,147,969  in  the  revolving  fund. 

The  bill  includes  authority  to  use  up  to  $360  million  of  this  total 
for  loans  during  the  coming  fiscal  year,  $60  million  for  real  estate 
loans  and  $300  million  for  operating  loans.  These  represent  increases 
of  $10  million  over  fiscal  year  1963  for  each  category  of  loan.  Of  the 
amount  provided  for  operating  loans,  $50  million  has  been  placed  in  a 
contingency  reserve,  to  be  used  only  to  the  extent  that  it  becomes 
necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  program  during  the  year. 
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Rural  renewal. — The  rural  renewal  program  was  authorized  by 
section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962.  The  program 
provides  technical  assistance  to  locally  initiated  and  sponsored 
demonstration  projects.  Loans  will  be  made  to  local  public  agencies 
or  groups  for  rural  renewal  development  projects  specifically  related 
to  conservation  and  land  utilization.  To  be  eligible  for  designation 
as  a  rural  renewal  area,  the  locality  must  be  one  of  chronic  underem¬ 
ployment  on  farms  and  unemployment  in  the  surrounding  com¬ 
munities  and  where  agriculture  or  forestry  contributes  substantially 
to  the  economy. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1  million  to  initiate 
this  program  during  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$1,350,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  will  provide  funds 
for  approximately  20  additional  people  to  provide  the  technical 
assistance.  The  balance  will  be  available  for  loans  to  local  public 
agencies  and  other  sponsoring  groups. 

Rural  housing  for  the  elderly  revolving  fund. — This  program  was 
authorized  b}T  the  Senior  Citizens  Housing  Act  of  1962,  approved 
September  28,  1962.  The  act  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  not  to 
exceed  $50  million  for  a  revolving  fund  to  finance  the  program.  It 
also  authorizes  loans  from  the  revolving  fund  to  private  nonprofit 
corporations  and  consumer  cooperatives  to  provide  modest  rental 
housing  and  related  facilities  for  elderly  persons  (age  62  or  over)  of 
low  or  moderate  income  in  rural  areas.  These  are  direct  loans, 
repayable  in  not  more  than  50  years.  The  interest  is  comparable  to 
housing  loans  for  the  elderly  in  urban  areas,  which  is  currently  running 
3}£  percent. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year  the  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $2  million  for  this  program,  a  decrease  of  $3  million  in  the 
budget  estimate.  An  appropriation  of  $1  million  is  included  in  the 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1963  (H.R.  5517)  to  get  this  pro¬ 
gram  underway.  However,  most  of  this  amount  will  carry  forward 
into  the  next  fiscal  year,  which  will  provide  nearly  $3  million  for  this 
purpose  in  the  coming  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  bill  includes  a  total  of  $39,417,000  for 
the  administrative  expenses  of  this  agency.  Of  this  amount  $38,- 
367,000  is  provided  by  direct  appropriation  and  $1,050,000  is  provided 
as  a  transfer  from  the  Agricultural  Credit  Insurance  Fund.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $2,588,100  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  reduction  of 
$1  million  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  includes  $850,100  to 
finance  60  percent  of  the  pay  act  increases  for  the  coming  year,  plus 
$1,835,000  to  employ  200  additional  employees  to  meet  the  heavy 
workload  of  this  agency.  These  are  partially  offset  by  a  reduction  of 
$97,000  due  to  the  data  processing  system. 

The  workload  of  this  agency  has  more  than  doubled  in  the  past 
several  years.  The  total  volume  of  lending  operations  has  grown 
from  $309  million  in  fiscal  year  1960  to  over  $800  million  in  fiscal  year 
1963.  The  number  of  farm-ownership  loans  have  increased  from 
2,502  in  1960  to  10,943  in  1962.  Soil  and  water  conservation  loans 
are  50  percent  greater  in  1963  than  in  1962.  During  the  first  half  of 
fiscal  year  1960,  2,795  rural  housing  loans  were  processed;  during  the 
first  half  of  fiscal  year  1963,  12,720  rural  housing  loans  were  approved. 
Increased  farm  operating  costs  and  larger  farms  continue  to  increase 
the  demand  for  operating  loans. 
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Also,  various  new  programs  have  been  added  to  the  responsibilities 
of  this  agency  during  the  past  few  years,  including  the  rural  renewal 
program  authorized  by  the  1962  Agricultural  Act,  rural  housing  for 
the  elderly  authorized  by  the  Senior  Citizens  Housing  Act  of  1962, 
farm  labor  housing  and  rural  housing  repair  and  improvement  grants. 
In  addition,  this  agency  handles  the  loans  to  local  sponsoring  organi¬ 
zations  under  the  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  programs. 

Despite  these  heavy  increases  in  volume  of  work,  the  personnel 
strength  of  the  agency  has  remained  about  the  same  since  1955. 
Additional  funds  are  necessary  for  the  coming  year,  therefore,  to 
strengthen  county  and  State  office  staffs  in  the  most  critical  areas  to 
handle  this  extra  workload  and  protect  the  taxpayers’  investment. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  should  give  special  attention  to 
the  training  of  new  employees.  In  order  to  conduct  the  most  efficient 
and  effective  programs  with  a  minimum  of  personnel,  it  is  essential 
that  all  FHA  employees  be  well  trained  and  fully  informed  on  all  rural 
credit  problems. 

In  addition,  the  committee  recommends  that  wherever  possible  the 
agency  employ  temporary  personnel  to  meet  temporary  or  special 
problems,  rather  than  to  increase  the  number  of  permanent  civil 
service  personnel.  In  this  connection,  the  committee  has  included 
language  in  the  bill  to  permit  the  transfer  of  up  to  $500,000  from  the 
various  programs  administered  by  this  agency  for  temporary  employ¬ 
ment  to  meet  unusual  peakload  conditions. 

With  regard  to  the  rural  housing  program,  the  committee  is  proud 
of  the  record  made  by  the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  At  the 
insistence  of  this  committee,  this  program  was  changed  from  a  farm 
housing  to  a  rural  housing  program  to  meet  the  needs  of  far  more 
people.  This  has  meant  a  great  deal  to  rural  people  in  small  towns 
who  were  not  previously  eligible  for  housing  loans  under  either  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  or  the  Federal  Housing  Administra¬ 
tion.  It  has  come  to  the  committee’s  attention  in  connection  with 
the  administration  of  this  program,  however,  that  there  is  a  lack  of 
uniformity  in  requirements  as  to  the  amount  of  land  required  for  such 
housing  units.  It  is  recommended,  therefore,  that  standards  be 
established  as  to  the  amount  of  land  required  for  various  types  of 
rural  housing. 

Title  III — Corporations 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  is  a  wholly  owned  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation  created  February  16,  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1501)  to  carry 
out  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act.  Its  purpose  is  to  promote  the 
national  welfare  by  improving  the  economic  stability  of  agriculture 
through  a  sound  system  of  crop  insurance  and  providing  the  means 
for  research  and  experience  helpful  in  devising  and  establishing  such 
insurance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  by  the  Corporation 
provides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards, 
such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood, 
wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers 
for  losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming 
practices. 
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The  committee  recommends  a  total  of  $10,480,000  for  operating 
and  administrative  expenses  for  fiscal  year  1964,  $6,950,000  by  direct 
appropriation  and  $3,530,000  from  premium  income.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $415,750  over  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1963  and  is  a  net 
reduction  of  $210,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  includes 
$115,750  to  cover  60  percent  of  the  pay  increases  for  the  coming  year 
and  $300,000  for  an  additional  20  man-years  of  service  to  expand  the 
program,  as  contemplated  by  the  long-range  crop  insurance  program. 
Since  the  program  is  operating  on  a  sound  financial  basis  and  has  a 
surplus  of  premiums  over  indemnities,  the  committee  feels  that  it 
should  be  extended  to  as  many  areas  as  possible  to  spread  the  coverage 
and  reduce  the  risk. 

The  program  will  be  available  in  a  total  of  1,196  counties  in  fiscal 
year  1964,  an  increase  of  100  over  1963.  In  addition,  insurance  on 
additional  commodities  will  be  offered  in  150  counties  previously  in 
the  program.  This  will  make  a  total  of  300  new  county  programs  for 
fiscal  year  1964,  and  will  increase  participation  to  430,000  crops,  an 
increase  of  25,000  over  the  number  insured  during  fiscal  year  1963. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Corporation  was  organized  October  17,  1933,  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Delaware,  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States,  and  was 
managed  and  operated  in  close  affiliation  with  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation.  On  July  1,  1939,  it  was  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  I. 
On  July  1,  1948,  it  was  established  as  an  agency  and  instrumentality 
of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Federal  charter  by  Public 
Law  80-806,  as  amended.  Its  operations  are  conducted  pursuant  to 
this  charter  and  other  specific  legislation. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling, 
lending,  and  other  activities  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities, 
their  products,  food,  feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include  stabilizing, 
supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting  in  the 
maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  commodities; 
and  facilitating  their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation  also 
makes  available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection  with 
the  production  and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  is  managed  by  a  board  of  directors  appointed  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate,  subject  to  the  general 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is, 
ex  officio,  a  director  and  chairman  of  the  board.  In  addition,  it  has 
a  bipartisan  advisory  board  of  five  members  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  survey  the  general  policies  of  the  Corporation  and  advise  the 
Secretary  with  respect  thereto. 

Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  ASC  State  and  county  committees,  and  other 
USDA  agencies  are  used  to  carry  out  Corporation  activities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock  of  $100  million 
held  by  the  United  States  and  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $14.5  billion. 
Funds  are  borrowed  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also  be 
borrowed  from  private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan 
guarantees,  the  Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  borrow- 
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ing  authority  to  purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and  other  obligations 
evidencing  loans  made  by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of  interest 
issued  in  connection  with  the  financing  of  price-support  operations. 
All  bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the 
Corporation  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  the  act  of  March  8,  1939  (15  U.S.C.  713aM). 

The  budget  is  based  on  the  following  types  of  programs:  (1)  price 
support,  (2)  commodity  export,  (3)  storage  facilities,  (4)  supply  and 
foreign  purchase,  (5)  special  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
feed  grains,  (6)  wheat  stabilization  program,  and  (7)  special  activities. 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses. — An  appropriation  of  $2,500 
million  is  included  in  the  bill  to  restore  capital  impairment  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  for  the  fiscal  year  1962.  This  is  an  increase  of  $221,545,000 
over  fiscal  year  1963  appropriations  and  a  decrease  of  $299,400,000  in 
the  budget  estimate. 

The  Department  is  urged  to  continue  to  increase  competitive  sales 
of  commodities  on  hand.  Three  recent  sales  of  cotton  for  export 
resulted  in  sales  of  approximately  550,000  bales  of  cotton  worth 
approximately  $70  million.  Additional  sales  of  cotton  and  other 
commodities  should  provide  additional  funds  for  the  operation  of  the 
Corporation  in  amounts  equal  to  or  in  excess  of  the  reduction  in 
appropriations  recommended  for  the  coming  year.  Also,  the  inclusion 
of  authority  to  use  $25  million  of  section  32  funds  by  the  Corporation 
to  increase  domestic  consumption  of  commodities  determined  to  be 
in  surplus  supply  should  provide  additional  income  to  the  Corporation 
during  the  coming  year  by  reducing  costs. 

The  major  elements  of  the  costs  for  fiscal  year  1962  (for  which  the 
1964  budget  is  proposed)  are  as  follows:  Thousands 


Storage  and  handling _  $393,  257 

Transportation _  134,  051 

Interest  expense _  290,  651 

Administrative  and  program  expenses _  91,  044 

Commodity  export  payments _  244,  180 

Donation  programs _  481,  268 


Nonfarm  benefits _  1,  634,  451 

Price  support  operations _  1,  164,  949 


Total  costs _  2,  799,  400 


It  will  be  noted  from  these  figures  that  nearly  60  percent  of  the 
expenditures  under  this  program  during  fiscal  year  1962  went  to 
groups  other  than  farm  producers.  These  nonfarm  benefits  went  to 
warehousemen,  transportation  companies,  exporters,  consumers,  and 
other  groups  not  directly  a  part  of  the  farming  segment  of  our  economy. 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses.- — The  committee  recommends 
the  budget  request  of  $41,650,000  for  the  coming  year  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses  of  the  Corporation.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $1,538,500  in 
the  limitation  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1963,  due  to  the  closing  of 
three  regional  commodity  offices  and  increased  employee  productivity. 
The  total  employment  for  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conser¬ 
vation  Service  including  CCC  operations  will  be  some  736  man-years 
less  in  fiscal  year  1964  than  in  the  current  year. 
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Title  IV — Foreign  Assistance  Programs 

A  number  of  statutes  provide  for  the  facilities  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  in  carrying  out  programs  for  the  ex¬ 
portation  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  to  reimburse  the  Corporation  for  costs  incurred  in  connection 
with  such  programs. 

Prior  to  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Corporation  was  reimbursed  for  the 
costs  of  these  activities  by  appropriations  subsequent  to  incurrence 
of  the  costs.  Beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Congress  added 
funds  to  place  these  activities  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  appro¬ 
priating  for  estimated  costs  in  fiscal  year  1962.  Subsequent  bills 
have  included  funds  for  each  ensuing  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis 
as  for  other  programs  of  the  Department.  No  personnel  increases 
are  included  in  any  of  these  appropriations. 

Foreign  assistance  programs  are  current^  being  carried  out  pursuant 
to  the  following  specific  authorizations: 

Public  Law  480  (Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act— 7  U.S.C.  1701-1736): 

Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies: 
Under  title  I  of  the  act,  surplus  agricultural  commodities  are 
sold  for  foreign  currencies.  Within  certain  limitations,  these 
currencies  may  then  be  used  by  the  U.S.  Government  for  agri¬ 
cultural  market  development,  purchase  of  strategic  materials, 
military  equipment  facilities  and  services  for  the  common 
defense,  payment  of  U.S.  obligations,  military  housing,  and  other 
specified  purposes.  Appropriations  are  authorized  to  reimburse 
the  Corporation  for  its  net  costs  in  carrying  out  this  program. 

Commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly 
peoples:  Under  title  II,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
makes  its  surplus  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities  available  for 
famine  relief  and  other  assistance  to  friendly  nations  and  friendly 
peoples  in  meeting  famine  or  other  relief  requirements  and  to  pay 
ocean  freight  charges  for  the  shipment  of  donated  commodities. 

Appropriations  are  authorized  to  reimburse  the  Corporation  for 
its  costs  in  carrying  out  the  program. 

Long-term  supply  contracts:  Under  title  IV  the  President  is 
authorized  to  make  agreements  with  friendly  nations  under  which 
the  United  States  could  deliver  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
over  periods  of  up  to  10  years  and  accept  payment  in  dollars  with 
interest  over  periods  of  up  to  20  years. 

International  Wheat  Agreement  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642):  The  Act 
operates  to  provide  an  assured  market  for  wheat  to  exporting  coun¬ 
tries  at  stable  and  equitable  prices.  The  maximum  and  minimum 
prices  in  the  1959  agreement  are  $1.90  and  $1.50  per  bushel,  respec¬ 
tively,  for  the  basic  grade  of  wheat,  No.  1,  Manitoba  Northern,  at 
Fort  William/Port  Arthur,  Canada,  in  terms  of  Canadian  currency 
at  the  parity  for  the  Canadian  dollar  determined  for  the  purposes  of 
the  International  Monetary  Fund  as  of  March  1949.  The  total 
quantity  represents  about  36  percent  of  the  world  trade  in  wheat. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  makes  available  wheat  or 
wheat  flour  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  agreement,  including  the 
payment-in-kind  to  the  exporter  for  the  difference  between  the  pre¬ 
vailing  sales  price  of  wheat  under  the  agreement  and  the  market 
price.  A  cash  payment  for  this  differential  is  made  for  flour. 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1964 


43 


Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile:  Under  title  II  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1856),  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  transfers  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  strategic  and 
other  materials  acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  and  exchange  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  other  than  those  acquired  for  the  national 
stockpile  or  for  other  purposes.  Appropriations  are  authorized  for 
the  value  of  materials  transferred  at  the  lower  of  cost  or  market  value 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer. 

The  appropriations  requested  and  included  in  the  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1964  for  the  various  foreign  assistance  programs  as  compared  to 
1963  appropriations  are  as  follows: 
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The  full  budget  estimates  have  been  provided  for  sales  for  foreign 
currency  and  emergency  famine  relief  under  Public  Law  480,  and  for 
the  bartered  materials  for  the  supplemental  stockpile  program.  These 
amounts  are  substantially  below  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1963,  including  the  supplemental  funds  contained  in  Public  Law 
88-1,  approved  March  6,  1963. 

The  amount  provided  for  long-term  supply  contracts  under  Public 
Law  480  is  a  reduction  of  $26,485,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  It 
will  provide  the  same  amount  of  funds  as  made  available  for  fiscal 
year  1963,  $40  million,  plus  $12,515,000  to  finance  prior  year  costs  not 
previously  covered  by  appropriated  funds. 

The  amount  included  in  the  bill  for  the  international  wheat  agree¬ 
ment  is  an  increase  of  $5  million  over  fiscal  year  1963  appropriations 
and  a  reduction  of  $6,138,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  This  amount 
will  provide  $65,562,000  for  estimated  costs  in  fiscal  year  1964,  as 
compared  to  $77,549,844  in  fiscal  year  1963,  and  $20,656,000  for 
unreimbursed  costs  for  prior  years.  The  volume  of  shipments  in  1964 
is  estimated  at  the  same  level  as  1963.  However,  a  decrease  in  pay¬ 
ment  rates  is  expected  which  will  decrease  the  amount  needed  for  the 
coming  year’s  program. 

The  use  of  foreign  ships  for  the  shipment  of  a  portion  of  commod¬ 
ities  under  Public  Law  480  and  other  foreign  assistance  programs  has 
again  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  committee.  In  view  of  the 
balance-of-payments  deficit  facing  the  United  States,  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  American  vessels  be  used  for  the  shipment  of  commod¬ 
ities  under  this  program  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  at  present. 


Title  V — Related  Agencies 


FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses. — The  Administration  super¬ 
vises,  examines,  and  provides  facilities  and  services  to  a  coordinated 
system  of  farm  credit  banks  and  associations  making  loans  to  farmers 
and  their  cooperatives.  Services  and  facilities  furnished  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  facilitate  the  operations  of  the  several  agencies  and  their 
progress  toward  farmer  ownership.  Typical  services  are:  custody  of 
collateral  for  bonds  and  debentures,  assistance  in  financing  and  invest¬ 
ments,  credit  analysis,  development  of  land  appraisal  standards  and 
policies,  preparation  of  reports  and  budgets,  and  preparation  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  information  on  farm  credit.  All  expenses  of  these  activities 
are  paid  by  assessments  collected  from  the  banks  and  associations  of 
the  farm  credit  system. 

Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Administration  has  been  an  inde¬ 
pendent  agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board 
(12  U.S.C.  636).  The  Administration,  originally  created  by  Executive 
Order  No.  6084  on  May  27,  1933,  was  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

On  December  31,  1962,  the  Administration  had  225  full-time  em¬ 
ployees  of  whom  105  were  in  Washington.  The  120  field  employees 
are  farm  loan  registrars,  reviewing  appraisers,  and  farm  credit  exam¬ 
iners. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $2,785,000  is  provided  for  fiscal  year 
1963,  an  increase  of  $153,500  over  the  previous  fiscal  year.  The 
increase  is  required  to  meet  the  additional  pay  costs  during  the  coming 
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year,  lump-sum  leave  payments,  and  other  costs  which,  due  to  the  small 
number  of  employees,  cannot  be  absorbed  by  a  delay  in  filling  vacan¬ 
cies.  No  additional  employees  are  proposed  for  next  year. 

Title  VI — General  Provisions 

The  general  provisions  contained  in  the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1964  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  included  in  previous 
appropriation  bills. 

Section  601  authorizes  the  purchase  of  515  passenger  motor  vehicles 
during  the  coming  year.  This  will  permit  the  replacement  of  498 
vehicles  which  have  reached  the  Government-wide  replacement 
standard  of  6  years  or  60,000  miles.  It  will  also  permit  the  purchase 
of  17  additional  vehicles  for  the  use  of  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  and 
Statistical  Reporting  Service. 

LIMITATIONS  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  appropriation  act  are  included  in  the  bill: 

On  page  3,  in  connection  with  the  Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  more  than  $5,000,000  may 
be  transferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
this  appropriation,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  June  29, 

1948  (15  U.S.C.  714b),  for  cost  of  production  and  other  re¬ 
search  designed  to  decrease  the  present  or  future  investment 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  such  research  to  be  conducted  through  contracts 
and  grants  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946,  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  may  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  and  receive  funds  from  any  State,  other  political 
subdivision,  organization,  or  individual  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
ducting  cooperative  research  projects  with  such  cooperators: 

On  page  16,  in  connection  with  removal  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  (section  32): 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose  other 
than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized  therein, 
and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  (1)  transfers 
to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  transfers  otherwise 
provided  in  this  Act,  (3)  not  more  than  $4,754,000  for  formu¬ 
lation  and  administration  of  marketing  agreements  and 
orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961, 

(4)  not  more  than  $40,000,000  for  expenses  for  the  Pilot 
Food  Stamp  Program,  and  (5)  not  more  than  $25,000,000 
for  transfer  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  be 
used  to  increase  domestic  consumption  of  any  farm  com- 
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modity  or  farm  commodities  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  supply  and  hereafter  such  sums 
as  may  be  approved  by  the  Congress  shall  be  available  for 
such  purpose. 

On  page  19,  in  connection  with  Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service: 

(including  not  to  exceed  $40,051,000  under  the  limitation  on 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  administrative  expenses): 
Provided  further,  That  other  funds  made  available  to  Agri¬ 
cultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  for  authorized 
activities  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this 
appropriation. 
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1  Includes  $4,862,675  for  marketing  research  which  is  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

3  Includes  $5,009,675  for  marketing  research  and  $1,600,000  for  construction  of  research  facilities  which  are  merged  with  this  estimate. 
3  In  addition,  $1,000,000  reappropriated  for  contingency  fund. 
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AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS 


1964 


TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
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15  Includes  $50,000,000  contingency  authorization. 

16  Original  estimate  of  $43,875,000  revised  by  H.  Doc.  No.  81,  dated  March  12,  1963. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported\gr^cultural  appropriation  bill.  House 
received  State  Department  proposed  billvfo  implement  International  Coffee 
Agreements 


HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL^  I96I4.*  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 

this  bill,  H.  R.  6l3h  (H*  Rept„  355)  (p*  9311)*  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  £ 
copy  of  the  committee  report  which  includes  a  summary  table  reflecting 
committee  action  on  the  bill* _ 

2.  COFFEE.  Received  from  the  State  Department  a  proposed  billVto  carry  out  the 

obligations  /t  the  United  States  under  the  International  Coffee  Agreement,  1962nj 
to  Ways  an^r  Means  Committee,  p„  9371 

3*  WATER  RIGHTS.  Received  a  Inyo  County,  Calif*,  Board  of  Supervisors  petition 
favorjVg  enactment  of  S.  1275*  to  clarify  the  relationship  of  interests  of  the 
U.s/and  the  States  in  the  use  of  water,  p.  9372 

lu  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Albert,  consent  was  granteoyfor 
falling  the  Consent  Calendar  today,  June  h  (instead  of  June  3,  as  originally 
"scheduled),  p.  9353 
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ITEKS  IN  APFENDIX 


S>.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep9  Rosenthal  inserting  an  editorial  / 
favoring  the  end  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  when  present  authorizing 
legislation  expires  Dec.  31,  1963.  p.  A3!?37  / 

6,  NATIONAlNsERVICE  CORPS,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Lankford  inserting  a 

Hood  College  Cooperative  Association  resolution  urging  establishment  of  a 
National  Service  Corps,  p.  A3530  / 

7.  TAXATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep*  Griffiths  inserting  Hen^r  Ford  II  rs 

remarks  urging  \ower  tax  rates  "to  get  more  growth"  by  reducing  "government 
actions  that  interfere  with  growth."  pp.  A3530-1  / 


8.  OPINION  POLL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Younger  inserting  an  opinion  poll 
covering  such  items  ai^  a  Domestic  Peace  Corps  and  Federal  debt  limit  . 
pp.  A3527-8  \  ~  / 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


9.  NATIONAL  SERVICE  CORPS.  H,  r\6718,  by  Rep.  Rosenthal,  to  provide  for  a 

National  Service  Corps  to  strengthen  communpy  service  programs  in  the  United 
States;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee.  /Remarks  of  author  pp.  A35>nO-l 

10.  FARM  LABOR.  H,  R.  6719,  by  Rep.  Tsfhcott /lo  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 

Act  of  19U9,  as  amended;  to  Agriculture  Committee* 

11.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  H,  R,  67I46,  by  Rep.  J^clnnire,  to  regulate  agricultural  and 

forestry  imports;  to  Ways  and  MeajKs  Committee. 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  JUNE  h:  /  \ 

Problems  of  family  farms,  H.  Apiculture  (Farmers  Uni^n  to  testify). 

Control  of  pesticides  and  otfo^r  chemical  poisons,  S.  GcSc't  Ooerations  (Rachel 
Carson  to  testify).  -  /  \ 

Creation  of  National  Servpe  Corps,  S.  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  (Secretary  Celebr ezz( 
to  testify).  /  \ 

Radioactive  fallout,  Jp Atomic  Energy.  \ 

Administration’s  transportation  bill,  H.  Interstate  and  For eigK  Commerce  (ICC  to 
testify).  /  \ 

Manpower  p r ob lem ,,  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  (Labor  Department  v,  onesses). 


Authority  ior  l'L^Cnse.G  a.b.+.o'meyn  to  practice  before  Federal,  agencies,  S*  Judiciary  1 


88th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  141 

H.  R.  6754 


[Report  No.  355] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  3, 1963 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following 
bill;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1964;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
he  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  air¬ 
craft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for 
replacement  only :  Provided  further,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alter¬ 
ation,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 
otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 
(except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $20,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $40,000  each,  and  the  cost 
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of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations 
on  alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total 
of  $100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in¬ 
cluding  related  cost  and  efficiency  evaluations;  home  eco¬ 
nomics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase 
at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100,  $94,045,000;  plus 
$400,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  for  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  equipping  of  facilities;  in  all 
$94,445,000:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  more  than 
$5,000,000  may  be  transferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  this  appropriation,  in  accordance  with  the  Act 
of  June  29,  1948  ( 15  U.S.C.  714b) ,  for  cost  of  production  and 
other  research  designed  to  decrease  the  present  or  future  invest¬ 
ment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  such  research  to  be  conducted  through  contracts  and 
grants  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946,  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  may  enter  into  agree- 
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ments  with  and  receive  funds  from  any  State,  other  political 
subdivision,  organization,  or  individual  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  cooperative  research  projects  with  such  coopera¬ 
tors  :  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.O.  113(a)): 
Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  acquire  approximately  two-tenths  of  an  acre  of 
land  at  Pasadena,  California; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c) ,  $59,505,000,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  he  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emer¬ 
gency  conditions:  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 
matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum :  Provided 
further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which  threaten  the 
livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


5 


may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  available 
to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Department  such  sums 
as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  he  available  only  in  such  emer¬ 
gencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth 
disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other 
contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European 
fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  he  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to 
process  or  renovated  butter,  $27,638,000. 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  he 
employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental 
research  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 
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Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  pa}^ments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research,  and  for  other  ex¬ 
penses,  including  $38,113,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 
361a-361i),  including  administration  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture;  $500,000  for  payments  author¬ 
ized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623)  ;  $1,000,000  for  grants  for 
cooperative  forestry  research  imder  the  Act  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  10,  1962  (76  Stat.  806-807)  ;  $310,000  for  penalty 
mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations  under  section  6 
of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and  $460,000  for 
necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Sta¬ 
tion  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  em¬ 
ployment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all,  $40,383,000. 
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Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Pico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 
U.S.C.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 
347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat.  745), 
$63,020,000;  and  payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  un¬ 
der  section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624),  $1,570,000;  in  all,  $64,- 
590,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not 
be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Pico  prior  to  availability  of 
an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Petirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $7,110,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 
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Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.O.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.O.  347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat. 
745) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621-1627),  and  to  coordinate  and 
provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work  of  the 
Department  and  the  several  States  and  insular  possessions, 
$2,500,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.O.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer 
cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621-1627),  $1,195,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 
farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica- 


9 


1  tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 

2  purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 

3  and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $97,480,000: 

4  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur- 

5  chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 
0  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 
7  connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 
3  exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
9  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed 

19  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a  cost 

11  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed 

12  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building 

13  and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other  exist- 

14  ing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 

15  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 

16  per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro- 

17  priation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such 

18  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided 

19  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended 

20  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of 

21  April  27,  1935  (16  U.B.C.  590a-590f),  in  demonstration 

22  projects:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 

23  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 

24  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U-.S.C.  574) , 
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and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  IT.S.O.  590a-f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $63,222,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  : 
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Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000,  together 
with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated 
for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such 
purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  TJ.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities 
of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  includ¬ 
ing  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  under  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended;  $25,465,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood 
prevention  purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 
Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
the  coimty  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such 
lands  are  situated:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
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$1,000,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds 
previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall 
be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $12,994,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  193.5  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $1,- 
200,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  and  related  expenses  under  subtitle  A  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961. 
as  amended :  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  he  available  for  employ- 
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ment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O. 
55a) . 

Economic  Besearcii  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Besearch 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  fanning,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on 
prospects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic 
development  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products, 
assembly  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and 
analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  programs 
and  policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of 
United  States  farm  products;  $9,832,000:  Provided , 
That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further ,  That 
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this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  he 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
$145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used 
by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on 
a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting 
Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work, 
including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordina¬ 
tion  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $11,079,000:  Provided,  That 
no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available 
for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop. 
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Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  SERVICES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
agricultural  marketing  and  distribution  as  authorized  by  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  mar¬ 
keting  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith  and  for  adminis¬ 
tration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States ;  and  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) ,  and 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  at 
rates  not  to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  sec¬ 
tion  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and 
section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946; 
$37,061,000. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market- 
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ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,425,000. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1446,  note) ,  $100,000,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760), 
$137,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5 
of  said  Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be 
transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose 
other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 

l 

therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  ( 1 ) 
transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  (3)  not  more  than 
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1  $4,754,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 

2  agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Market- 

3  ing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri- 

4  cultural  Act  of  1961,  (4)  not  more  than  $40,000,000  for 

5  expenses  for  the  Pilot  Food  Stamp  Program,  and  (5)  not 
h  more  than  $25,000,000  for  transfer  to  the  Commodity 
7  Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  to  increase  domestic  consump- 
3  tion  of  any  farm  commodity  or  farm  commodities  determined 
^  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  supply  and 

10  hereafter  such  sums  as  may  he  approved  by  the  Congress 

11  shall  be  available  for  such  purpose. 

12  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

13  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

14  For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 

15  Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
10  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
17  activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
1®  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
10  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 

20  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 

21  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 

22  1766),  $18,505,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $255,- 

23  000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 

24  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 

H.E,  6754 - 3 
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production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in 
addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation 
and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  l-17a) ,  $1,093,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

expenses,  agricultural  stabilization  and 

CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  cam7  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a)  , 
16(d),  16(e),  16(f) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
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590  (o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q;  76  Stat.  606-607)  as  added  by 
section  132  of  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961;  subtitles  B  and 
0  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814, 
and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  $105,737,000:  Provided,  That,  in  addition, 
not  to  exceed  $94,885,000  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $40,051,000  under 
the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  administra¬ 
tive  expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other  funds  made 
available  to  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  for  authorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$78,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for 
the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  dis- 
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plays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $215,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  De¬ 
cember  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance 
with  the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appro¬ 
priation  Acts,  1962  and  1963,  carried  out  during  the  period 
July  1,  1961,  to  December  31,  1963,  inclusive:  Provided, 
That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  hut  this 
shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of 
information  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers : 
Provided  further,  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the 
1964  program  may  be  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  for  drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as 
Wetland  Types  3  (III) ,  4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in  United 
States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United  States,  1956:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  necessary  amounts  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation 
and  administration  of  the  1964  program  of  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  including  related  wildlife 
conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 
amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  adminis- 
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tration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de¬ 
signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 
the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in 
the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  tech¬ 
nical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  con¬ 
ditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  he  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices :  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or 
any  other  fanning  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services, 
and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
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them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or 
any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting 
a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal 
year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any 
person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved 
August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate 
such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses 
designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress 
to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Con¬ 
gress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the 
proper  official  channels. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$294,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
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balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank 
programs:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be 
paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to 
the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants. 

LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16  (e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p) ,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  27,  1962  (76  Stat.  606) ,  $10,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development  in  providing  leader¬ 
ship,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the  rural 
areas  development  activities  of  the  Department,  $120,000: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not 
to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,953,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,684,000,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to 
or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as 
the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73 
of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided, 
That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  em- 
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ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 
National  Agricultural  Library 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $1,420,000. 

LIBRARY  FACILITIES 

For  the  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  draw¬ 
ings  for  the  National  Agricultural  Library,  $450,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

General  Administration 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  including  expenses  of  the  National  Agri¬ 
cultural  Advisory  Commission;  repairs  and  alterations;  and 
other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,735,000:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  he  reimbursed  from  applicable 
appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of 
hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act 
(5  U.S.C.  1001)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
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$2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be  available  for  official  reception 
and  representation  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  IT.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Eor  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  program,  $425,000,000,  of  which  $150,000,000  shall 
be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the 
rural  electrification  program;  and  rural  telephone  program, 
$70,000,000. 

salaries  and  expenses 

Eor  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
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$150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $11,162,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate 
loans,  $60,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $300,000,000,  of 
which  $50,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used 
only  to  the  extent  required  during  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  program. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  THE  ELDERLY  REVOLVING  FUND 

For  loans  pursuant  to  section  515(a)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1484;  76  Stat.  671) , 
including  advances  pursuant  to  section  335  (a)  of  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7 
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U.S.C.  1985)  in  connection  with  security  for  such  loans, 

$2,000,000. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1484) ,  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust 
Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440- 
444)  ;  $38,367,000,  together  with  not  more  than  $1,050,- 
000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance 
of  loans  as  authorized  hy  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  section  514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended :  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 
administered  hy  this  Agency  may  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.  C.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases. 
TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor- 
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poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  he 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $6,950,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $3,530,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
net  realized  losses  sustained  during  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1962,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961 
(15  U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-12) ,  $2,500,000,000. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $41,650,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  fur- 
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ther,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per 
centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such 
times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  opera¬ 
tions:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (includ¬ 
ing  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 
basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve¬ 
ment,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

TITLE  IV— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Public  Law  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736) ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com- 
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modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said 
Act,  $1,452,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for 
emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to 
title  II  of  said  Act,  $215,451,000;  and  (3)  long-term  sup¬ 
ply  contracts  pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act,  $52,515,000. 

International  Wheat  Agreement 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1641-1642),  $86,218,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Bartered  Materials  for  Supplemental  Stockpile 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic  and  other  materials 
acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural 
commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 
stockpile  pusuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1856),  $82,860,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

TITLE  V— BELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATE  EXPENSES 
Not  to  exceed  $2,785,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies )  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 
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TITLE  YI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  601.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  five 
hundred  and  fifteen  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  four 
hundred  and  ninety-eight  shall  be  for  replacement  only,  and 
for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  602.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Eoreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  603.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  604.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 
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Sec.  605.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  606.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.O. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1964”. 
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discussed  fall  in  cattle  ppices.  Sen.  Moss  said  Government  should  protect  tobacco 
consumers.  Sen,  Kefauver/and  others  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  establish 
Office  of  Consumers. 


HOUSE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  By  a  vote  of  288  to  79,  passed  with  an 
amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  6754  (pp.  9787-9838).  By  a  vote  of  119  to  99, 
agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Gross  to  provide  that  none  of  these  funds  shall 
be  used  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  establishment  of  a  national  service 
corps  or  similar  domestic  peace  corps  type  of  program  (pp.  9835-7). 


Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Moorhead,  108  to  120,  to  reduce  the  1964  ACP  advance  authorization 
from  $250  million  to  $150  million,  pp.  9824-9 

By  Rep.  Becker,  53  to  140,  to  strike  out  the  $425  million  loan  authorization 
for  REA.  PP.  9831-2 
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By  Rep.  Michel,  84  to  111,  to  reduce  the  REA  loan  authorization  from  $425 
million  to  $400  million,  pp.  9832-4 

By  Rep.  Becker,  to  reduce  the' REA  loan  authorization  from  $425  million  to 
$275  million  by  eliminating  the  $150  million  ear-marked  to  be  placed  in  re¬ 
serve.  pp.  9834-5 

By  Rep.  Pelly,  87  to  105,  to  strike  out  the  $1  million  item  for  FHA  for 
rural  renewal  activities,  p.  9835 

By  Rep.  Findley,.  105  to  131,  to  prohibit  the  use  of  funds  to  pay  the  salary 
of  any  employee  who  negotiates  agreements  or  contracts  or  who  performs  duties 
incidental  to  supporting  the  price  of  Upland  Middling  Inch  cotton  at  a  level 
in  excess  of  30  cents  a  pound,  pp.  9836-7 


cotton  bill,  H.  R. 


2.  COTTON.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
6196  (H.  Rept7S366) .  p.  9853 

Rep.  Findley  expressed  concern  over  provisions  in  ther  cotton  bill  (H.  R. 

6196)  to  provide  for  increased  cotton  research  and  in&erted  tables  on  expendi¬ 
tures  for  cotton  research  by  this  Department  for  fiscal  years  1960-64.  pp. 
9846-7  \  /  Q 

3.  WHEAT;  FEED  GRAINS,  Rep.\ Schwengel  urged  support/’for  new  wheat-feed  grains 
legislation  and  inserted editorial  supporting  such  legislation,  pp.  9847-8 


4.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Cohelan  inserted  a  letter  irom  an  Ariz.  farm  operator  support* 
ing  discontinuation  of  the  MetfSxan  farm  lanor  program,  p.  9843 

Rep.  Hutchinson  inserted  an  article  op  "the  violent  reaction  in  Mexico  to 
.the  defeat  of  the  Mexican  farm  laVor  bjAl."  p.  9842 


5.  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BlUf^  1964.  The  Appropriations  committee  re¬ 
reported  this  bill,  H.  R.  6868  (H^Jlept.  369).  p.  9853 


6..  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Harding  o6mmended  t?fae  order  of  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Udall  including  southern  Idah^in  the  Bonn^yille  Power  marketing  area.  pp. 
9840-1 


7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Meader  inserted  an  editorial  \^pramending  his  proposal  to 
establish  a  Commission  jfn  Foreign  Economic  Development  to  study  the  foreign 
aid  program,  p.  9848. 


8.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Toliefson  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill,^H.  R.  6538,  to  provide 
that  district  counts  shall  have  original  jurisdiction, Concurrent  with  the 
Court  of  ClaimsX over  civil  actions  or  claims  for  a  pennon  or  for  recovery  of 
fees,  salary, fix  compensation  of  Federal  employees,  pp.  9848-9 


9.  EDUCATION,  jfhe  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  to  report (but  did  not 

actually  yfeport)  "H.  R.  4955  (amended,  regarding  vocational  education  aspects 
(title  Vfik)  of  H.  R.  3000,  the  National  Education  Improvement  Act,”  and  the 
Special  Subcommittee  of  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  toi  report  to 
the  full  Committee  "H.  R.  3510,  regarding  Federal  contributions  to  institutions 
of  higher  education  where  segregation  is  practiced."  p.  D404 


10.  ECONOMIC  GROWTH.  Rep.  Langen  inserted  an  article  on  the  relationship  of 
fits  to  economic  growth,  pp.  9842-3 


>ro- 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act 
amendments  bill  will  be  considered  next  Wed. ,  and  the  excise  tax  rate  extensic 
bill  on  Thurs.  p.  9846 


12.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  10.  p.  9852 


1963 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


9787 


The  SPEAKER.  Evidently,  a  quorum 
^not  present. 

Ir.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
callNof  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


The\Cl 

erk  called  the 

roll,  and  th 

following 

Members  failed 

to  answer  t 

their  nan 

\  [Roll  No.  71[ 

Ashley 

Vlubser 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Aspinall 

fikgen,  Calif. 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Baring 

Hafieck 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bates 

Harney,  Mich. 

Roybal 

Battin 

Healex 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Bell 

HebcrtX 

St  Germain 

Buckley 

Hol!flel<\ 

Scott 

Cederberg 

Jones.  Altrk 

Shelley 

Clausen 

Lesinski  \ 

Sibal 

Curtin 

McClory  \ 

Skubitz 

Davis,  Tenn.  McLoskey  \ 

Staebler 

Dawson 

Mailliard 

vrhompson,  N., 

Diggs 

Miller,  N.Y.  \ 

Thomson,  Wis, 

Dingell 

Montoya 

Tfimble 

Edmondson 

Morris 

TJdaU 

Foreman 

Nedzi 

Van  jBeerlin 

Forrester 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Wallhshiser 

GiU 

Powell 

Westland 

Goodell 

Rains 

WhiteneX 

Gray 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Williams  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  SffO 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1964 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and  pending  that  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  on  the  bill  be  limited  to 
not  to  exceed  3  hours,  one-half  of  that 
time  to  be  controlled  by  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Horan]  and  one- 
half  by  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  6754,  with 
Mr.  Keogh  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  need. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
bring  you  today  the  appropriation  bill 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year  for  all  of  the 
activities  that  are  grouped  under  the 
Department  of  Agriculture'.  As  I  ex¬ 
pressed  it  in  the  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations  earlier  in  the  week,  when  I  went 


on  this  subcommittee  quite  a  number  of 
years  ago  I  did  so  with  a  great  deal  of 
pride,  knowing  how  important  it  was  to 
the  farm  population  of  the  United  States. 
They  were  quite  numerous  and  it  gave 
me  an  opportunity  to  do  much  for  many 
of  the  people  who  were  my  constituents 
as  well  as  those  throughout  the  Nation. 

With  time  the  picture  has  greatly 
changed.  The  numbers  now  on  the  farm 
are  something  like  8  percent  of  the  popu¬ 
lation.  Not  only  that,  but  it  has  gotten 
to  the  point  where  the  92  percent  of  the 
American  public  are  in  the  cities  and  re¬ 
moved  from  the  farm.  However,  the 
challenge  that  has  come  to  me  is  just  as 
great  today  as  it  was  the  day  I  started 
serving  on  this  committee,  because  the 
challenge  is  to  try  to  look  after  those 
things  that  are  done  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  today,  which  might 
well  be  termed  the  very  basis  of  the 
prosperity  of  the  92  percent  of  the  non¬ 
farmers  in  this  country. 

What  I  am  saying  to  you  is  that  this 
bill  might  well  be  termed  the  “Basic  Se¬ 
curity  Act  for  185  million  Americans.” 
And  let  me  tell  you  why  I  say  that.  This 
Nation  is  spending  63  percent  of  the 
total  governmental  income  on  national 
defense  and  related  activities,  and  yet  we 
have  not  seen  any  reduction  in  our 
standard  of  living.  No  nation  in  history 
ever  went  through  that  experience. 

Because  of  the  wonderful  job  that  is 
being  done  on  the  farms  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  a  large  majority  of 
our  total  population  is  free  to  live  in 
cities,  to  produce  television,  radio  sets, 
and  the  million  and  one  things  that  make 
up  our  high  standard  of  living. 

Not  only  that,  but  this  8  percent  on 
the  farm  provides  this  food,  shelter,  and 
clothing  at  such  a  reasonable  rate  that 
our  185  million  Americans  pay  about  20 
percent  of  their  gross  income  for  food, 
which  no  nation  in  the  world  can  match. 

When  I  come  to  you  here  today  as 
chairman  and  spokesman  for  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Appropriations  I  do  so  with 
pride,  knowing  that  our  subcommittee 
cannot  resolve  all  differences  in  that  we 
cannot  satisfy  the  press  and  those  others 
who  naturally  are  writing  for  the  92  per¬ 
cent  of  nonfarmers.  They  do  not  have 
the  time  to  read  all  our  hearings  and  go 
into  just  what  is  involved  here.  But  in 
bringing  this  bill  here  I  will  tell  you  that 
our  subcommittee  has  done  its  best/  to 
resolve  the  differences  of  opinion  and  to 
be  certain  that  the  funds  in  this  bill  go 
to  the  things  that  are  essential  for  the 
future. 

Last  year  we  had  173  million  people 
come  into  and  go  out  of  the  United 
States.  That  includes  those  that  cross 
the  borders  of  Canada  and  Mexico.  We 
had  something  like  23.5  million  pieces  of 
baggage  brought  into  this  country.  We 
know  that  every  day  there  is  a  tremen¬ 
dous  increase  in  the  number  of  jet 
planes  traveling  from  where  the  worst 
diseases  that  might  prevail  in  any  spot 
in  the  world  might  end  up  in  your  part 
of  the  country  in  5  or  6  hours  from  the 
time  they  leave  from  abroad. 

What  does  that  mean  to  us?  It  leaves 
us  with  the  problem  of  seeing  that  these 
diseases  are  destroyed  and  that  the  pos¬ 


sible  carriers  of  diseases  are  checked 
thoroughly  to  see  that  these  diseases  do 
not  get  in  here. 

As  our  population  has  grown  and  as 
the  livestock  industry  has  changed  and 
the  stockyards  have  been  distributed,  we 
have  the  problem  of  inspecting  every 
piece  of  meat  that  goes  onto  your  table. 
Not  only  that,  but  if  this  Department  did 
not  have  research  on  wheat,  for  in¬ 
stance,  in  5  years  the  wheat  we  now  have 
would  be  gone  and  we  would  be  going 
hungry.  We  have  to  stay  5  years  ahead 
to  have  a  strain  of  wheat  that  would  be 
immune  to  diseases,  which  will  continue 
to  attack  it. 

We  read  in  the  press  about  how  ex¬ 
pensive  the  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  may  be.  But  re¬ 
member  that  you  cannot  deal  with  agri¬ 
culture  as  a  thing  apart,  neither  can  you 
afford  to  take  it  for  granted  that  food, 
clothing,  and  shelter  are  no  longer  basic. 
They  are  just  as  basic  today  as  they 
were  in  the  beginning.  Not  only  that, 
but  as  people  have  left  the  farms  of  the 
country,  they  have  had  to  be  replaced 
by  machinery  and  other  things  at  a  tre¬ 
mendous  financial  investment.  In  fact, 
the  amount  of  money  required  to  operate 
a  farm  has  grown  by  700  percent  in  a 
few  years.  It  takes  about  $47,000  on  the 
average  to  operate  a  farm  today;  in  1940 
it  took  only  $6,000.  A  few  years  ago  a 
man  on  a  farm  could  have  seven  crop 
failures  and  still  be  in  business.  Today 
if  he  loses  a  crop  1  year  he  is  out  of 
business. 

We  are  here  presenting  a  bill  to  you 
that  represents  the  8  percent  who  are 
using  the  equipment,  machinery,  and  all 
the  other  things  that  go  to  operate  these 
farms.  We  are  dealing  in  this  bill  with 
that  part  of  our  Government  that  looks 
after  protecting  our  natural  resources 
for  the  future.  We  here  present  to  you 
the  basic  thing  on  which  all  the  rest 
must  depend. 

Let  me  point  out  one  or  two  facts  to 
you.  You  have  to  deal  with  agriculture 
in  connection  with  labor  and  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  industry.  You  are  going  to 
have  to  keep  a  balance  among  the  three 
for  the  benefit  of  the  general  population 
and  welfare  of  each  of  the  segments  of 
our  economy.  In  the  bill  we  present  to 
you,  there  is  only  about  one-twelfth  as 
much  as  we  are  spending  for  national 
defense. 

In  this  bill  there  is  only  the  same 
amount  that  we  are  spending  each  year 
on  international  affairs.  Yes,  and  may  I 
say  it  is  almost  exactly  the  same  amount 
we  are  spending  this  year  trying  to  get 
a  man  on  the  moon.  Now,  we  are  en¬ 
titled  to  make  comparisons  to  see 
whether  we  are  doing  too  much  and  pay¬ 
ing  too  much  and  looking  after  and  tak¬ 
ing  care  of  those  basic  things  upon  which 
all  the  rest  of  our  economy  is  built. 

I  think  all  of  you  realize  that  my  ex¬ 
perience  and  my  voting  record  here 
would  indicate  that  I  believe  in  a  bal¬ 
anced  budget.  I  believe  in  maintaining 
the  stability  of  our  monetary  system. 
But  I  say  candidly  to  you  that  if  we  will 
look  after  this  country  of  ours  and  if  we 
look  after  our  rivers  and  harbors  and 
our  streams,  and  if  we  develop  our  roads 
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and  our  schools  and  buildings  and  all 
these  other  material  things,  then  our 
children  and  our  grandchildren  can  pro¬ 
tect  their  own  financial  system  if  they 
have  to.  But  if  you  let  the  things  that 
are  included  in  this  bill  go  by  the  board — 
if  you  let  our  trees  die  out,  and  if  you  let 
our  watersheds  wash  away,  and  if  you 
let  all  those  things  that  create  our  real 
wealth  disappear  from  the  earth,  then 
you  can  have  a  budget  as  black  and  as 
wide  as  from  here  to  the  other  end  of 
the  Capitol;  but  if  you  do  not  have  a 
country  behind  it,  what  good  would 
it  be? 

I  want  to  say  we  have  worked  hard  on 
this  bill  this  year  trying  to  hold  things  in 
line.  We  worked  hard  trying  to  help  the 
American  people  and  in  protecting  our 
sources  of  food,  fiber  and  clothing  and  in 
trying  to  protect  ourselves  against  the 
importation  of  disease  and  pestilence, 
and  in  trying  to  see  that  a  fair  share  of 
what  we  produce  goes  back  into  the  soil 
so  as  to  protect  future  generations  of 
Americans.  Of  course,  we  cannot  say  we 
have  been  perfect  or  have  been  com¬ 
pletely  successful  but  we  have  done  the 
best  we  can. 

We  bring  to  you  a  bill  that  is  some 
$389  million  below  the  budget  estimate. 
Frankly,  quite  a  bit  of  that  is  due  to 
a  reduction  in  funds  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  that  huge  corpora¬ 
tion  which  carries  the  burden  of  our  price 
supports.  But  it  is  made  possible,  be¬ 
cause  they  have  followed  what  we  have 
urged  them  to  do  in  the  past,  and  that 
is  to  sell  on  the  market  these  commodi¬ 
ties  that  they  have  so  to  make  those 
funds  available,  to  discharge  their  re¬ 
sponsibilities. 

The  bill  before  you  is  about  $28  mil¬ 
lion  less  than  last  year.  They  came  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  and  showed  that  we 
do  have  this  increased  need  for  meat  in¬ 
spection  and  we  have  these  river  survey 
projects  that  are  tied  in  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture.  There  are  many,  many  places 
where  we  have  new  laboratories  which, 
in  turn,  have  to  have  personnel.  Of 
course  without  the  necessary  personnel, 
you  would  be  wasting  your  money  on  the 
laboratories.  But  I  do  say  to  you  out  of 
about  1,200  new  employees  that  were  re¬ 
quested  in  the  budget,  we  scaled  the 
number  down  to  a  net  increase  of  180. 

I  repeat  again,  in  this  situation  where 
American  farmers  numerically  are  so 
few — it  is  a  challenge  to  sell  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  to  the  American  people  the 
fact  that  it  is  their  business — the  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  entire  American  people — that 
we  are  dealing  with  and  not  just  the 
business  of  a  handful  of  people  who 
still  live  on  the  farm.  We  are  dealing 
with  the  very  basis  of  the  standard  of 
living  of  all  Americans,  trying  to  make 
it  possible  for  Congress  to  do  the  things 
that  we  have  to  do  in  the  name  of  de¬ 
fense,  sending  a  man  to  the  moon,  and 
all  the  rest  of  these  things.  Yes,  this  is 
basically  the  bill  that  is  before  you.  I 
repeat  again — we  have  held  things  in 
line. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  pay  tribute 
here  to  the  hard-working  members  of 
our  subcommittee.  This  is  our  first  bill 


where  my  colleague,  Hon.  Walt  Horan, 
has  been  ranking  minority  member.  He 
is  a  fine  Congressman,  well  versed  in 
agriculture.  Though  we  have  missed 
Congressmen  Marshall,  Andersen,  and 
others  who  have  helped  us  in  the  past. 
Bill  Natcher,  of  Kentucky,  has  rendered 
real  service  as  usual.  The  only  new  mem¬ 
ber  on  our  subcommittee  this  year  is  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  Congress¬ 
man  Addabbo.  I  say  candidly  that  some 
years  ago  when  the  first  member  from 
the  city  of  New  York,  Fred  Santangelo, 
was  put  on  the  committee,  who  was  my 
personal  friend  and  a  fine  person,  the 
question  arose  in  the  minds  of  some  as 
to  why  a  man  from  the  city  of  New  York 
would  be  interested  or  why  he  would  be 
chosen  to  serve  on  a  committee  dealing 
strictly  with  farm  appropriation  bills. 
But,  I  think  you  will  realize  that  in  this 
day  and  time,  when  185  million  Ameri¬ 
cans  look  to  agriculture,  and  all  of  us 
must,  and  where  more  than  50  percent 
of  the  amount  carried  in  this  bill  is  for 
things  not  connected  solely  with  farm¬ 
ing,  but  has  to  do  more  with  protection 
of  public  health  and  with  all  the  many 
things  that  are  so  important  to  all  con¬ 
sumers,  then  I  do  not  think  there  is  any¬ 
thing  more  fitting  than  to  have  a  repre¬ 
sentative  or  representatives  from  the 
consuming  areas  of  our  nation  on  the 
agriculture  appropriations  subcommit¬ 
tee. 

I  do  not  mean  to  overlook  my  friend 
Bob  Michel.  We  differ  in  viewpoint  at 
times  but  he  is  a  real  and  fine  gentleman 
who  backs  his  own  viewpoint. 

I  mean  that  from  the  bottom  of  my 
heart.  I  say  if  that  is  going  to  be  the 
situation  and  recognized— and  I  am  glad 
to  see  our  leaders  do  recognize  it — we 
are  proud  to  have  our  new  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Addabbo],  on  the  committee  because  the 
gentleman  does  understand  the  con¬ 
sumer  aspect  of  these  matters.  I  think  it 
is  well  for  us  to  understand  his  problems 
and  the  problems  of  his  area.  I  further 
think  it  is  good  for  him  to  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  see  how  closely  tied  in  the  op¬ 
erations  of  this  Department  are  to  the 
welfare  of  all  Americans. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  As  the  gentle¬ 
man  said,  of  course,  a  big  chunk  of  this 
bill  is  for  consumer  services  including 
items  for  poultry  inspection  and  meat 
inspection.  I  noticed  a  reference  in  the 
report  which  indicated  the  advisability 
of  getting  these  two  types  of  inspections 
together  in  some  way.  The  report  men¬ 
tioned  the  possibility  of  placing  them 
under  the  Marketing  Service.  I  wonder 
if  the  gentleman  would  expand  on  that 
a  little  bit  more,  as  to  whether  the  gen¬ 
tleman  was  concerned  that  it  would  be 
under  the  Marketing  Service  or  that 
those  two  matters  of  inspection  would 
be  placed  under  the  same  service? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  appreciate  the 
question  of  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa,  Mr.  Smith. 

The  gentleman  will  doubtless  remem¬ 
ber  that  a  few  years  ago  when  poultry 
inspection  became  compulsory — up  until 


that  time  it  had  been  voluntary — about 
two-thirds  of  the  processors  were  using 
it.  This  subcommittee  brought  all  funds 
for  inspections  out  together  in  one  ap¬ 
propriation.  There  seemed  to  be  a  cer¬ 
tain  understanding  with  the  packing 
industry  that  that  would  not  be  done. 
We  were  not  aware  of  that.  We  have 
felt,  with  the  passage  of  time,  that  the 
fears  of  the  poultry  processors  that  they 
would  be  taken  over  by  the  so-called  red 
meat  side  of  the  meat  inspection  has 
subsided. 

Not  only  that,  but  with  the  high  cost 
of  this  inspection  service,  which  is  for 
the  good  of  all,  there  clearly  could  be  a 
coordination  and  joint  handling  of  the 
matter  at  the  supervisory  level,  from 
there  on  up  to  the  top. 

I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  that  our 
report  is  not  a  directive.  It  just  raises 
the  question,  and  I  would  have  to  say 
candidly,  that  many  of  those  who  have 
studied  it  and  have  looked  at  the  sub¬ 
ject,  feel  that  inspection  of  the  actual 
carcass  is  directed  to  letting  it  go  on  into 
the  retail  market  and  is  not  research. 
It  has  been  under  the  research  service; 
yes,  but  it  is  not  research. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  strikes  me  that  it  is 
a  part  of  the  marketing  program.  Every¬ 
one  I  know  in  the  research  service  who 
has  anything  to  do  with  meat  inspec¬ 
tion  has  the  highest  regard  and  opinion 
for  the  people  who  do  this. 

We  are  not  sticklers  for  having  it 
done  one  way  or  the  other.  We  are  not 
insisting  that  they  bring  the  two  to¬ 
gether,  but  we  do  think  that  we  see  signs 
that  it  should  be  considered.  Certainly 
with  meat  inspection  demands  up  to  the 
$30  million  level,  we  need  to  see  if  it 
could  not  be  coordinated  with  poultry 
inspection,  as  long  as  the  public  health 
is  protected. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  GARY.  Do  I  understand  that  this 
bill  does  not  require  the  transfer  of  the 
Meat  Inspection  Service  from  the  Re¬ 
search  Division  to  the  Marketing 
Service? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Oh,  no.  It  just 
merely  raises  the  question  in  the  report 
as  to  the  possibility.  We  did  not  even  go 
so  far  as  to  insist  that  it  was  sound. 
But,  when  you  get  inspections  on  fop 
of  inspections  and  you  have  services  in 
the  same  community,  one  checking 
poultry  and  another  checking  beef,  as 
well  as  checking  supervisors  up  above, 
and  another  group  checking  that,  it 
strikes  me  that  it  is  a  subject  which 
should  be  explored. 

Mr.  GARY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  am  a  great  believer  in  ex¬ 
ploring  any  opportunity  for  consolidat¬ 
ing  and  bringing  about  efficiency  and 
economy  in  operation.  But  I  received  a 
telephone  call  from  one  of  my  constitu¬ 
ents  this  morning,  who  was  very  much 
upset,  first,  because  of  the  reduction  that 
was  made  in  the  meat  inspection  appro¬ 
priation  request,  and  I  told  him  I  thought 
that  was  a  part  of  the  general  economy 
program. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  that  all  of  us 
have  had  some  wires  about  the  cut  from 
what  was  requested  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

This  bill  carries  money  for  92  addi¬ 
tional  inspectors.  It  carries  that  much 
money  above  what  we  had  last  year.  So, 
they  have  a  substantial  increase. 

There  is  another  thing  that  makes 
some  of  our  packer  friends  put  the 
pressure  on  us.  Under  the  procedures 
that  the  packing  industry  uses,  they  pay 
for  overtime.  It  is  to  the  packer’s  inter¬ 
est  to  wait,  and  in  that  way  they  do  not 
have  to  have  any  overtime  or  have  to 
carry  any  part  of  the  cost  at  all.  You 
have  to  take  some  of  these  pressures 
with  an  understanding  that  it  is  to  their 
interest.  I  have  received  telegrams  too. 
We  are  not  trying  to  pass  the  cost  over  to 
them;  we  are  trying  to  hold  it  in  some 
degree  of  balance. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  may  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  I  am  a  strong  advocate  of 
economy  and  when  I  saw  from  your  re¬ 
port  the  increase  over  last  year’s  appro¬ 
priation  it  struck  me  that  the  cut  was 
not  unreasonable.  I  was  somewhat  ap¬ 
prehensive,  however,  when  I  was  told 
that  the  bill  transferred  meat  inspection 
from  one  department  to  another,  and 
that  prompted  this  inquiry. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  does  not  insist  that 
the  Department  do  that.  We  just  raise 
the  question. 

Mr.  GARY.  That  is  in  the  committee 
report? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  in  the  report, 
yes. 

Mr.  GARY.  TJiere  is  nothing  in  the 
bill  with  reference'  to  the  transfer?  It  is 
only  in  the  report  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  And  there  we  just 
raised  the  question. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  this  information. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr  WHITTEN  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  fi'om  New  York 

Mr.  HORTON.  Is  there  any  transfer 
of  funds  in  this  bill  from  the  Meat  In¬ 
spection  Division  to  the  Marketing  Di¬ 
vision? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  None  whatever. 

Mr.  HORTON.  The  gentleman  as¬ 
sures  us  there  is  no  transfer  of  funds.  It 
is  a  recommendation  that  a  study  be 
made  to  consolidate  the  service  in  this 
respect ^ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  all  it 
amounts  to. 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  have  also  received 
telegrams,  and  people  have  talked  to  me 
about  this  matter  of  reduction  of  the 
amount  in  the  budget  for  meat  inspec¬ 
tion.  Do  I  understand  from  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  this  will  not  reduce  the  num¬ 
ber  of  inspectors? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  will  increase  by  92 
the  number  of  inspectors  over  this  year. 
It  is  about  30  percent  less  than  the 
budget,  but  it  is  an  increase  over  this 
year. 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 


Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  for  yielding,  and  may  I 
commend  him  for  bringing  out,  as  usual, 
a  good  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 
This  is  a  most  difficult  assignment  as 
any  of  us  who  are  associated  with  agri¬ 
culture  knows.  I  think  the  gentleman 
does  an  excellent  job  of  doing  the  best 
he  can. 

Since  this  question  of  meat  inspection 
has  been  brought  up,  I  believe  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  answered  the  question  I  was 
going  to  ask  him,  as  to  whether  or  not 
he  thought  the  meat  inspection  service 
would  be  harmed.  The  gentleman  has 
said,  “No,”  and  he  seems  to  have  a  logi¬ 
cal  argument  as  to  why  it  is  not  going  to 
be  harmed.  There  are  91  additional  in¬ 
spectors,  there  are  $1,730,000  of  an  in¬ 
crease  from  last  year’s  appropriation 
for  this  purpose.  It  has  been  suggested 
that  the.  Meat  Inspection  Service  be 
transferred  from  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  to  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Poultry  Inspection 
Service,  as  I  understand  it,  is  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  now,  it  would 
seem  to  me  there  might  be  some  merit  in 
transferring  poultry  inspection  into 
Agricultural  Research,  inasmuch  as  if  we 
just  stopped  and  thought  about  it,  the 
Agricultural  Research  Department  has 
a  rather  outstanding  record  in  perform¬ 
ing  this  service  for  the  consuming  pub¬ 
lic;  that  is,  of  inspecting  meat  in  our 
processing  plants. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  appreciate  what  he  has 
said,  but  we  ask  merely  that  the  matter 
be  studied.  We  want  to  get  them  to  give 
the  same  service  at  the  same  cost.  I  feel 
confident  that  these  people  could  do  it 
under  some  reorganization  of  the  serv¬ 
ices. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  was  present  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee  when  the 
chairman  made  his  excellent  report  to 
the  committee.  The  gentleman  made  a 
most  helpful  report  on  this  bill.  But,  I 
would  like  to  have  a  statement  from  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  in  regard 
to  the  impact  of  this  bill  on  the  various 
experiment  stations  throughout  the 
country.  Is  any  sharp  change  antici¬ 
pated?  I  am  much  interested  in  the 
programs  of  the  experiment  stations. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  bill,  for  the  ex¬ 
periment  stations  proper,  went  along 
with  the  budget,  which  carried  about  a 
$2  million  increase,  as  I  recall  it.  That, 
with  the  constant  increase  in  salaries  and 
costs  probably  would  keep  it  about  where 
it  is. 

Now,  in  our  report  we  went  to  great 
lengths  trying  to  show  that  research  was 
an  absolute  necessity.  You  will  remem¬ 
ber  that  last  year,  when  this  bill  went  to 
the  other  body,  they  added  about  $25  or 
$30  million  for  research,  and  for  that  rea¬ 
son  this  year  we  had  our  staff  make  a 
thorough  check  bringing  together  all  of 
the  research  establishments  in  the 


United  States  so  that,  at  least,  there 
should  not  be  any  more  pyramiding  on  us 
again;  they  would  do  it  with  full  infor¬ 
mation.  It  was  something  strange  to  me 
when  I  found  out  how  many  research 
facilities  we  already  have. 

We  had  to  put  some  people  in  here  to 
staff  these  new  laboratories  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  seen  fit  to  build,  and  we  further 
put  a  $5  million  transfer  limitation  on 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
spend  money  for  research  in  these  acute 
areas,  where  there  are  people  and  where 
they  can  contract  and  get  it  done,  as 
against  setting  up  a  big  laboratory  and 
staffing  it  with  permanent  civil  service 
employees. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  know  the  gentleman 
is  familiar  with  the  Great  Plains  program 
which  is  covered  in  this  bill,  and  he 
knows  of  my  interest  in  the  program  and 
of  the  interest  of  the  people  I  represent. 

Does  the  chairman  think  that  this 
program  is  being  operated  rather  effi¬ 
ciently  and  effectively? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  it  is  being 
operated  efficiently  and  effectively,  and 
I  have  become  convinced  that  it  is  a  good 
program.  They  do  not  get  all  of  the 
funds  they  want,  but  it  is  always  hard  to 
please  everybody  when  it  comes  to  ap¬ 
propriating  money. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington. 

Mr.  HORAN.  With  reference  to  the 
impact  on  the  State  experiment  stations, 
the  State  experiment  stations  are  not  on 
trial  in  this  bill  or  in  this  report*.  What 
is  on  trial  is  the  integrity  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  and  we  want 
to  know  what  the  extent  of  Federal 
moneys  is  that  are  being  expended  there. 
And,  I  believe  the  report  points  that  out. 
A  little  later  on  I  want  to  speak  on  that. 

Now,  in  regard  to  this  meat  inspec¬ 
tion,  when  this  House  passed  this  gigan¬ 
tic  public  roads  bill  and  did  other  things 
to  change  the  transportation  program 
and  pattern  of  the  United  States,  we 
just  changed  the  slaughtering  of  live¬ 
stock  100  percent.  Now  we  have  slaugh¬ 
terhouses  that  work  only  1  or  2  days  a 
week.  If  they  ship  interstate,  they  have 
to  have  inspection;  it  may  be  away  off 
Route  40  some  place,  for  example,  and 
we  have  dispersed  them  from  centers 
where  it  was  easy  to  inspect  meat  to  any 
number  of  slaughterhouses  everywhere. 
Now,  I  do  want  to  say  this,  that  follow¬ 
ing  the  request  of  this  subcommittee  as 
contained  in  the  report  of  some  2  or  3 
years  ago,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  working  with  your  State  departments 
of  agriculture  in  an  effort  to  recognize 
State  meat  inspection  where  it  can  be 
certified.  I  want  to  say  here  and  now 
that  no  one  questions  the  ability  of  the 
State  of  California  to  inspect  its  own 
meat  completely  free  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  incidental  expense. 
That  is  not  true  of  every  State,  but  we 
are  working  in  that  direction,  because 
meat  inspection  is  an  important  item, 
and  it  is  growing.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WATSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina. 
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Mr.  WATSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
probably  less  knowledgeable  on  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  agricultural  activities  than  any¬ 
one  in  this  body,  but  I  am  sure  you  have 
observed  I  have  been  listening  very  care¬ 
fully  and  I  certainly  want  to  commend 
you  for  a  good  job  on  a  rather  difficult 
subject. 

One  thing  concerns  me  in  reference 
to  the  additional  funds  that  may  be 
going  to  the  Department  for  research, 
or  inspectors,  and  so  forth.  I  have  the 
same  concern  that  apparently  the  com¬ 
mittee  has,  that  is,  of  the  funds  which 
go  to  the  Department  a  sizable  percent¬ 
age  of  those  funds  is  diverted  for  sup¬ 
port  measures  or  for  support  of  these 
particular  projects.  I  believe  the  com¬ 
mittee  even  used  the  figure  of  20  percent 
and  you  expressed  concern,  as  I  believe 
you  rightly  should. 

What  assurances  did  you  get  from  the 
Department  that  these  funds  would  go 
for  their  basic  intended  purpose,  that  is, 
for  research  and  inspectors,  rather  than 
being  diverted  for  support  programs? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  will  say  personally 
that  we  heard  the  Department  and  we 
brought  our  report  out.  They  did  not 
see  the  report  until  after  it  was  printed. 
In  the  past  we  have  had  very  good  co¬ 
operation  from  the  Department  con¬ 
cerning  the  recommendations  of  the 
committee.  The  committee  seemed  to 
think  the  facts  were  such  as  to  raise  a 
question. 

I  can  realize  if  they  double  the  load 
on  something  that  has  to  be  supervised 
in  Washington  it  might  take  some  more 
people  here,  but  we  doubt  that  where 
they  get  a  little  extra  money  in  a  sup¬ 
plemental  they  need  more  people  to 
supervise  the  work. 

We  raised  the  question  and  we  would 
like  to  know  what  they  are  doing  so  they 
do  not  perpetuate  this.  We  have  raised 
the  point  now  and  will  study  it  more 
thoroughly.  And  next  year  we  will  be 
able  to  tell  you  what  we  have  found  out 
and  also  how  fully  they  have  been  coop¬ 
erating  with  us. 

Mr.  WATSON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  May  I  ask  the  gentleman  one 
further  question?  I  note,  and  I  suppose 
this  would  primarily  be  for  support 
measures,  that  looking  at  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  here  in  Washington 
I  believe  they  have  some  11,851  em¬ 
ployees  here.  That  compares  with  some 
65,457,  according  to  the  committee’s  re¬ 
port,  in  the  entire  Department.  Did 
your  committee  find  these  12,000  people 
justified  here  to  support  the  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  have  at  my 
fingertips  the  exact  number,  but  may  I 
say  if  the  gentleman  will  read  the  report 
fully  we  have  called  on  them  not  to 
increase  the  number  here  in  Washing¬ 
ton.  It  is  a  difficult  thing  to  supervise. 
Some  years  ago  it  was  the  practice  to  put 
a  limitation  that  no  more  than  so  much 
money  could  be  spent  in  Washington 
and  not  more  than  so  many  people  could 
be  in  the  city  of  Washington.  We 
learned  it  was  costing  us  money,  because 
if  they  had  a  need  for  somebody  they 
would  call  on  him  to  come  into  Washing¬ 
ton  and  he  was  here  on  per  diem  along 
with  the  rest  of  it.  That  is  one  of  the 
things  that  is  hard  to  trace.  We  raised 


that  question  because  we  have  doubts 
like  the  gentleman  has.  That  is  all  I 
can  tell  you. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  want  to  thank  the  chairman  for  his 
usual  good  job  and  I  would  like  to  make 
reference  to  the  report,  and  a  very  good 
one  it  is.  On  page  8  there  is  a  line  which 
starts  like  this: 

In  some  instances,  figures  presented  to  the 
committee  as  to  cost  of  power  and  other 
terms  of  contracts  between  some  coopera¬ 
tives  and  private  companies  differ  somewhat. 
The  committee  has  had  no  opportunity  nor 
means  to  determine  which  may  be  correct. 

The  question  I  would  like  to  ask  is  this : 
This  deals  with  the  REA  program.  As 
I  recall  it  a  year  ago  in  your  report  you 
made  a  similar  reference  with  regard  to 
these  requests,  I  believe,  for  some  elbow 
room.  Have  you  renewed  this  request 
and  has  information  been  denied  to  the 
committee  relative  to  this  obviously  con¬ 
troversial  problem? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  ob¬ 
viously  is  well  acquainted  with  the  fact 
that  this  is  a  controversial  program. 
He  is  the  most  aware  of  this,  having 
worked  for  the  REA  on  one  occasion. 
But  our  problem  here  is  this:  We  heard 
from  the  two  sides  of  the  controversy. 
We  do  not  have  a  large  staff  and  have 
only  a  matter  of  a  few  weeks,  and  we 
do  not  have  the  experts  at  our  fingertips. 

The  differences  here  are  the  facts  as 
the  REA  sees  them  and  the  facts  as  the 
private  companies  see  them.  And  un¬ 
less  we  had  a  staff  as  big  as  the  one  you 
used  to  have  down  in  the  Department, 
or  maybe  bigger,  we  could  not  be  in  a 
position,  as  a  subcommittee,  to  resolve 
these  differences.  But,  understand, 
these  were  presented  by  two  groups  of 
people  who  are  definitely  on  different 
sides  of  many  points  in  this  area. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
ask  the  distinguished  Chairman  further 
if  he  feels  that  some  of  these  cost  studies 
should  be  made  available  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  for  examination? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  read  from  those  two  pages,  this 
is  the  first  time  he  has  seen  that  type  of 
thing  in  the  report. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  agree. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  have  always  tried, 
when  we  take  a  new  stand,  to  give  the 
Department  12  months  to  try  to  come 
within  it.  We  have  never  written  any¬ 
thing  that  we  did  not  try  to  follow  up  on. 
This  year  we  will  try  to  follow  up,  and  I 
believe  we  will  have  the  cooperation  cf 
the  Department. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Further,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  interested  in  the  following 
paragraph,  where  a  sort  of  criterion  is 
set  up  as  to  the  approval  of  loans,  rela¬ 
tive  to  unreasonable  rates;  and  also  the 
suggestions  that  proper  attention  be 
given  to  an  attempt  to  get  a  reasonable 
rate.  It  provides  further  in  the  lang¬ 
uage  that  the  Administrator  should  cer¬ 
tify  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that 
these  steps  have  been  taken.  It  further 
provides  that  the  contingent  fund  is 
under  the  direction  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  The  thing  that  amuses  me  is 


the  fact  that  this  great  battle  that  went 
on  on  this  floor  about  the  Humphrey 
price  bill  a  couple  of  years  ago,  where 
the  Secretary  asked  for  information,  and 
this  particular  bill,  were  designed  for  the 
purpose  of  disassociating  the  REA  from 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  even 
the  President.  In  that  year  we  moved 
in  the  direction  of  giving  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  the  right  to  certify 
going  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
for - 

Mr.  WRITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  interrupt  to  correct  the  gentleman;  we 
do  not  say  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  certify ;  we  say  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  That  means  certify  to 
him? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  right,  which 
in  effect  means  making  a  record  that 
should  be  available  to  the  Congress  to 
see  that  these  steps  are  taken. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  May  I  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  that  I  do  not  quar¬ 
rel  with  this  because  I  believe  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
are  responsible  and  should  have  some 
supervisory  authority.  But  I  think  we 
are  kind  of  running  in  two  directions; 
after  the  big  battle  we  had  a  couple  or 
4  years  back,  this  seems  to  me  to  en¬ 
dorse  the  position  that  I  took  original¬ 
ly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  this  report,  because  I 
think  it  does  attempt  to  put  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  proper  perspective.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  sound  and  is  doing  the  job  that 
it  ought  to  do. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  statement.  I  should  remind 
him  that  after  all,  this  is  an  appropria¬ 
tions  committee. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  understand. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  And  there  are  cer¬ 
tain  limitations  as  to  how  far  we  can 
go.  We  cannot  rewrite  the  law. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  Chairman  of  the  committee  for 
yielding  and  commend  him  for  the  fine 
job  he  has  done. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BZCKER.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  yielding.  The  question  I  want 
to  ask  him  is  purely  for  purposes  of  in¬ 
formation.  I  have  read  the  report. 
However,  I  read  yesterday  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  reported  out  a  bill, 
H.R.  6196.  that  would  permit  domestic 
textile  mills  to  purchase  cotton  at  the 
same  price  now  being  charged  foreign 
purchasers  of  cotton;  that  our  domestic 
mills  today  are  paying  about  one-third 
more  for  this  American  cotton.  My 
question  is,  if  that  bill,  H.R.  6196  is  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
does  that  mean  then  that  while  we  are 
selling  surplus  cotton  abroad,  will  this 
cotton  be  sold  on  the  domestic  market 
at  the  same  price  and  be  purchased  by 
our  mills  at  the  same  price  at  which  the 
foreign  purchaser  buys  it? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  I  pointed  out,  this 
is  an  appropriations  subcommittee.  I 
have  some  familiarity  with  this  bill,  but 
let  me  point  out  to  the  gentleman  that 
there  are  a  good  many  things  that  do  not 
get  mentioned  in  it.  In  the  first  place, 
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our  domestic  mills  pay  several  times  as 
much  for  labor  as  our  foreign  competi¬ 
tors,  which  is  not  mentioned  in  the  bill 
of  which  the  gentleman  speaks.  Section 
22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
provides  protection  against  imports  from 
foreign  countries  on  finished  goods.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  and  this  is  not  often  pointed 
out,  under  present  conditions  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  paid  $160  million  to  our 
domestic  mills  to  enable  them  to  buy  at 
the  world  price  raw  material  equivalent 
to  what  they  export.  Nona,  of  those  facts 
is  mentioned  in  the  bill  the  gentleman 
mentioned.  But  if  the  bill,  and  we  are 
getting  into  conjecture  now,  were  to  be 
brought  up  on  the  floor  and  not 
amended,  and  if  it  were  sent  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  it  was  not  amended  there,  we 
would  have  a  quite  different  situation 
than  now  obtains.  In  my  years  here 
I  have  never  seen  a  bill  follow  that 
course. 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  think  the  gentleman 
realized  I  did  not  intend  to  raise  any 
question  about  that,  but  I  am  getting  to 
the  question  of  subsidies.  Sometimes  I 
wonder  when  we  are  going  to  subsidize 
the  taxpayer  so  that  he  might  be  able  to 
pay  for  these  things  and  also  pay  his 
taxes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  My  colleague  has  in 
mind  a  still  wider  range  of  conjecture. 
But  I  say  when  you  pay  less  than  20  per¬ 
cent  of  your  income  for  food,  which  no 
other  nation  can  do,  and  when  the  retail 
price  of  the  suit  you  have  on  carries  in 
its  cost  the  bargaining  price  of  labor, 
minimum  wages,  the  transportation,  the 
fellow  in  the  spinning  mills,  and  when 
industry  has  to  sell  it  at  10  or  20  percent 
above  that  so  as  to  stay  in  business,  that 
is  reflected  in  your  retail  price.  Unfor¬ 
tunately  the  relatively  low  price  that  the 
farmer  gets  sticks  out  like  a  sore  thumb. 
But  do  not  think  all  the  other  that  is 
provided  by  law  does  not  show,  because 
it  has  to  be  paid  for. 

Mr.  BECKER.  What  we  are  providing 
is  a  subsidization  of  foreign  markets  to 
undersell  our  domestic  markets,  and  our 
domestic  employment  is  vitally  affected 
by  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Section  22,  under 
which  you  could  prevent  foreign  imports 
from  coming  in  here,  is  not  used.  The 
law  provides  for  that  protection  if  you 
properly  use  it.  Our  domestic  mills  do 
have  to  pay  higher  for  their  raw  mate¬ 
rial.  They  also  have  to  pay  many  times 
higher  for  their  labor,  transportation, 
and  everything  else. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  had  intended  to  ask 
the  gentleman  this  question  when  we 
read  the  bill,  on  page  17,  but  since  it  co¬ 
incides  so  closely  with  some  of  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York, 
I  would  call  attention  to  page  17  of  the 
bill,  line,  6,  calling  for  transfer  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Then  I 
notice  the  language  on  page  25  of  the 
report  which  seeks  to  explain  this..  One 
sentence  in  that  report  states: 

An  increased  domestic  consumption  of  1 
million  bales  of  cotton  alone  could  save  the 
taxpayers  some  $30  million  or  more  per  year. 


What  are  we  trying  to  do  by  way  of 
giving  them  the  authority  to  transfer 
$25  million  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  funds?  This  means  that  con¬ 
ceivably  we  are  opening  up  the  door  for 
the  people  downtown  to  pay  cotton  mills 
a  subsidy  for  cotton  which  they  cannot 
buy  at  the  prevailing  price. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  is  general  lan¬ 
guage  and  it  applies  to  all  commodities. 
It  is  hot  limited.  That  statement  in  the 
report  was  by  way  of  illustration.  I 
thought  it  was  a  worthwhile  illustration 
because  of  the  situation  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  mentioned  a  while  ago. 
Pending  before  the  legislative  committee 
is  a  bill  where  the  Federal  Government 
would  subsidize  domestic  mills  $42.50  per 
bale  if  you  had  this  use.  It  was  our 
opinion  that  if  you  had  this  authority, 
then  the  section  32  group  could  take  care 
of  the  situation. 

You  could  have  the  use  of  this  and 
could  use  just  a  part  of  it  to  get  domestic 
use.  If  you  could  increase  domestic  use 
of  a  million  bales  more  you  could  save 
$30  million.  But  it  could  apply  to  nu¬ 
merous  commodities  in  a  similar  way. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  point  I  am  trying 
to  make  is,  it  seems  to  me  that  by  this 
transfer  we  are  opening  up  the  door  for 
the  Appropriations  Committee  to  do  that 
rather  than  having  the  Congress  itself 
speak  by  way  of  an  authorization  bill 
for  it.  Then  I  would  have  to  question  it 
because  I  do  not  want  to  see  them  given 
the  automatic  right  here  to  engage  in 
this  practice  which  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  abhors  and  which  I  abhor  and 
which  any  number  of  the  Members  of  this 
House  think  is  silly. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
recall,  and  I  am  sure  he  is  familiar  with 
section  32  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  30  percent  of  the  import  duties 
are  set  aside  for  certain  uses,  one  of 
which  is  to  promote  the  use  of  sur¬ 
pluses.  So  that  the  basic  authority  for 
using  the  import  duties  for  things  that 
are  coming  in  here  to  compete  with  our 
people  is  already  in  the  law. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  will 
have  to  agree  we  are  making  a  departure 
from  section  32,  and  we  are  not  talking 
about  perishable  commodities. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Section  32  just  says 
that  50  percent  or  more  must  go  to 
perishable  commodities.  So  the  other 
50  percent  is  free.  We  are  not  changing 
that  at  all.  The  change  here  would  be 
in  the  use  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  rather  than  the  section  32  group. 
This  is  general  in  nature  and  retains 
the  right  of  the  Congress  to  pass  on  this 
each  and  every  year.  I  am  convinced 
that  we  can  save  ourselves  millions  of 
dollars.  If  you  look  at  Section  32  and 
see  the  provisions  of  law  there  and  then 
look  and  see  the  inventories  that  we  have 
in  wheat,  corn  and  cotton,  and  if  you 
can  take  a  few  million  dollars  and  re¬ 
duce  that  by  increased  domestic  con¬ 
sumption,  some  of  the  costs  that  are  be¬ 
ing  pyramided  I  think  could  be  saved. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  colleague. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
gentleman  and  the  committee  for  the 


excellent  work  they  have  done  on  this 
bill  and  I  am  happy  to  support  it.  But  I 
do  have  one  question  that  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  gentleman  regarding  a  com¬ 
modity  in  my  area. 

I  wonder  if  you  would  be  good  enough 
to  clarify  the  Appropriations  Committee’s 
position  on  a  question  which  has  arisen 
in  connection  with  proposed  research 
which  is  most  important  and  essential  to 
the  grape  industry,  much  of  which  is 
concentrated  in  the  district  I  represent. 
This  industry  is  doing  a  great  deal  to 
enlarge  and  diversify  its  markets  and  to 
thus  absorb  and  make  economically  use¬ 
ful  the  surpluses  which  sometimes  occur. 
There  are  fields  of  possible  usefulness  of 
grape  products  which  appear  most 
worthy  of  research  exploration,  and  it  is 
my  understanding  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  recognizes  this  need  and 
would  consider  a  program  of  research 
into  all  current  and  possible  future  uses 
of  grapes,  together  with  exploration  of 
cultural,  processing,  storage,  insect,  and 
marketing  problems,  but  there  is  a  feel¬ 
ing  that  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  put  some  restrictions  on  this  re¬ 
search  field.  I  find  this  appears  to  be 
based  on  some  rather  obscure  language 
and  discussions  in  a  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  an  agriculture  appropriation 
bill  over  20  years  ago.  As  this  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  grave  importance  to  many  people 
in  my  district,  I  would  appreciate  your 
comment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  in  the  first  place,  any  comment 
or  discussion  in  a  committeee  report  of 
1936  would  have  no  bearing  on  the  pres¬ 
ent  attitude  of  the  committee  or  on  the 
use  of  research  funds  by  the  Department. 
No  such  restriction  is  intended  on  the 
appropriation  we  are  currently  consider¬ 
ing.  So  far  as  the  committee  is  con¬ 
cerned,  the  Department  could  undertake 
any  research  it  feels  is  justified,  neces¬ 
sary  and  proper,  within  its  appropria¬ 
tion,  for  the  development  of  new  prod¬ 
ucts  and  processing  techniques  of  all  the 
present  uses  of  grapes,  as  it  may  in  any 
other  agricultural  field.  I  hope  this  will 
reassure  both  the  Department  and  the 
gentleman  from  California  and  his  con¬ 
stituents. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  appreciate  the  kindness 
of  the  gentleman.  As  I  understand  it, 
there  would  be  no  prohibition  against 
broad  research  in  the  field  of  grapes? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  None  whatsoever. 

Mi’.  SISK.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HUTCHINSON.  The  gentleman  is 
aware  of  the  fact  that  in  southwestern 
Michigan  we  are  experiencing  an  out¬ 
break  of  a  new  pest  called  the  cereal  leaf 
beetle.  I  am  aware  of  the  fact  that  the 
report  takes  notice  of  this  situation. 
However,  there  is  a  paragraph  which  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  15  of  the  report  in  which 
there  is  reference  to  the  fact  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  a  control 
program  going  on  along  with  the  States 
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of  Michigan  and  Indiana  in  order  to  con¬ 
trol  this  thing. 

I  would  inquire  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  whether  it  is 
within  the  congressional  intent  under 
this  bill  that  a  research  program  for 
eradication  of  this  pest  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  could  be  under¬ 
taken? 

Perhaps  as  much  as  $200,000  might  be 
needed  on  a  kind  of  a  crash  program  in 
order  to  attempt  to  absolutely  eradicate 
this  pest  before  it  gets  into  the  grain 
producing  areas  of  the  country. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hutchinson],  that  is  exactly  what 
the  Department  plans  to  do  and  that  is 
why  it  has  moved  in  quickly  in  an  effort 
to  control  it  to  the  point  of  eradication 
before  it  gets  larger. 

We  carry  funds  in  the  bill  to  do  just 
that. 

We  have  been  discussing  it  with  the 
representatives  of  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  and  the  plans  are  to  do  just 
what  the  gentleman  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  On  page  11  of  the  re¬ 
port,  section  (3),  there  is  the  following 
statement: 

To  meet  the  need  for  additional  quality 
research  on  peanuts,  an  additional  $200,000 
has  been  provided  for  use  at  the  New  Orleans 
utilization  laboratory.  The  committee  has 
also  provided  $400,000  for  the  establishment 
of  a  peanut  research  laboratory  to  house 
peanut  shelling  work  at  Dawson  and  if  de¬ 
sirable  to  bring  together  peanut  research 
now  being  conducted  at  various  locations  in 
Georgia. 

Are  we  to  understand  that  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  is  that  the  part 
of  the  research  on  peanuts  conducted  at 
New  Orleans,  that  the  $400,000  is  in¬ 
tended  for  a  laboratory  building,  and  at 
Dawson  to  bring  together  if  desirable 
present  research  work  in  Georgia? 

Mi-.  WHITTEN.  That  is  exactly  it. 
As  the  gentleman  well  knows,  there  is 
quite  a  difference  of  opinion  between 
the  peanut  producers  in  the  various  pea¬ 
nut  areas.  Much  of  it  in  our  opinion  re¬ 
volves  around  the  research  on  quality. 
Since  they  are  highly  competitive  not 
only  pricewise,  qualitywise,  and  in  ad¬ 
vertising  and  all  that,  and  since  we  now 
have  peanut  research  going  on  at  the 
present  time  in  New  Orleans,  the  addi¬ 
tional  quality  research  should  be  done 
where  you  have  the  facilities.  So  there 
has  been  provided  $200,000  for  the  quali¬ 
ty  work  at  New  Orleans.  The  work  in 
Georgia  would  be  that  which  is  not  con¬ 
troversial  and  which  would  in  no  way 
displace  the  type  of  work  to  be  done  in 
other  areas. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  that  explanation.  I  am  in  accord' 
with  what  the  committee  has  done. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further  on  that  point? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  As  I  understand  it.  there 
is  presently  $286,445  being  spent  by  the 


Federal  Government  on  peanut  research 
work  in  the  State  of  Georgia? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  figure  I  have  is 
$337,240,  including  the  State  experiment 
station. 

Mr.  POAGE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  do  I  understand  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  committee  that  this 
work  shall  be  concentrated  at  Dawson, 
Ga„  and  shall  be  carried  on  in  this 
building  for  which  you  are  making  the 
appropriations  now? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman 
will  read  the  report,  we  did  not  insist 
on  that.  We  did  recognize  that  at  Daw¬ 
son  they  do  not  have  the  buildings  for 
the  research  work  going  on  there  now. 
But  we  say,  if  desirable,  the  other  work 
in  Georgia  could  be  concentrated  there. 
But  we  do  not  require  that.  There  might 
be  reasons  why  they  would  prefer  it  and 
it  might  be  advantageous  for  them  to 
carry  it  on  where  it  is  now.  So,  we  did 
not  insist  on  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  understand  that,  but 
is  it  intended  by  this  appropriation  to 
authorize  any  new  research  work  in  the 
State  of  Georgia? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  not. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten]  for  this  time  to  make  a  very  brief 
comment.  In  addition,  I  want  the  en¬ 
tire  subcommittee  to  know  that  their 
efforts  in  producing  this  measure  is  to 
be  commended.  Your  job  is  not  an  easy 
one.  You  cannot  please  all  of  us  any 
more  than  any  of  us  can  always  satisfy 
and  meet  the  approval  of  all  our  con¬ 
stituents.  I  must  say  that  if  I  had  my 
unlimited  choice  I  would  eliminate  some 
items  in  this  bill  and  would  change 
others  but  that  is  not  the  situation  and 
the  fine  art  of  compromise  by  respect¬ 
ing  the  views  of  others  must  prevail  in 
this,  as  in  most  all  other  legislation. 

I  believe  it  has  been  made  clear  by 
the  discussion  between  my  colleagues, 
Mr.  Poage  and  Mr.  Abbitt,  and  our 
esteemed  subcommittee  chairman,  that 
the  peanut  research  facility  at  New  Or¬ 
leans  shall  be  the  place  for  peanut  qual¬ 
ity  research  and  that  the  $400,000  item 
heretofore  referred  to  by  my  colleagues, 
is  to  house  equipment  already  located 
at  Dawson,  Ga.,  and  that  there  is  ab¬ 
solutely  no  intent  of  expanding  it  into 
a  facility  to  engage  in  quality  research 
or  as  to  that  matter,  to  duplicate  work 
presently  being  performed  at  other 
places. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  in  the  peanut  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  of  the  Southwest,  feel  we 
are  at  a  disadvantage  in  numerous  re¬ 
spects  as  related  to  the  Southeast — a 
competitive  disadvantage  which  we  see 
and  feel  as  time  goes  on.  Research  ad¬ 
vantages  is  certainly  one  of  them.  We 
do  not  feel  we  can  stand  Silent  and  per¬ 
mit  still  further  advantages  to  occur. 
We  call  attention  to  thisjnatter,  not  to 
criticize  the  Committee’s  action  on  this 
particular  matter,  but  to  make  clear  our 
case  for  equitable  treatment  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  which  I  am  certain  all  of  you  will 
want  to  do. 

If  the  circumstances  at  Dawson,  Ga., 
are  such  as  to  constitute  an  obligation 
to  protect  an  investment  already  made, 


I  am  not  disposed  to  attempt  to  eliminate 
the  item  provided  in  this  bill  but  assur¬ 
ances  can  be  given,  with  certainty,  that 
any  future  support  for  the  facility  will 
be  opposed  if  it  engages  in  research  other 
than  shelling  for  which  it  is  to  be  used, 
as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  WATSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  WATSON.  I  dislike  having  to  pre¬ 
sume  upon  the  gentleman’s  time  further 
here,  but  of  course  the  gentleman  is  the 
man  with  the  answers.  I  notice  on  page 
31  of  the  report  we  have  a  new  office  in 
the  process  of  being  created  here,  and 
that  is  the  Office  of  Rural  Area  Develop¬ 
ment.  . 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  correct  the 
gentleman?  We  are  not  in  the  process 
of  creating  it.  It  was  created  some  time 
ago. 

Mr.  WATSON.  I  understand  that  was 
in  1961,  and  the  gentleman  might  cor¬ 
rect  my  impression. 

Heretofore  the  funds  have  come  from 
other  sources,  from  USDA  funds,  but  this 
time  we  are  specifically  appropriating 
$120,000  for  that  particular  office. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  appropriated 
some  money  last  year  for  this. 

Mr.  WATSON.  But  not  directly  as  we 
are  doing  this  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Appropriations  were 
carried  under  the  appropriation  for 
“General  administration.”  In  addition, 
there  were  transfers  from  various  other 
agencies. 

Mr.  WATSON.  Here  is  a  question  I 
am  trying  to  get  across  to  the  gentleman. 

Did  your  committee  really  conclude 
that  was  a  justifiable  creation  of  this  De¬ 
partment  or  a  continuation  of  this  De¬ 
partment?  As  I  read  the  report,  we  have 
the  rural  renewal  program  under  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration;  we  have 
the  ARA  program.  Why  have  the  crea¬ 
tion  or  continuation  of  this  Rural  Areas 
Department? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  has 
given  the  reason,  in  my  opinion,  for  what 
we  have  done.  We  have  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  we  have  the  ARA, 
we  have  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
all  doing  the  same  type  of  work.  We 
have  the  REA  doing  the  same  kind  of 
work.  If  you  do  not  bring  them  under 
one  proposition,  how  are  you  going  to 
keep  track  of  them  Further,  you  have 
to  coordinate  work  between  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Commerce  and  Agriculture. 
You  have  to  have  some  kind  of  joint 
operations  between  Commerce  and  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  WATSON.  Your  committee  was 
not  concerned  at  all  as  to  the  present 
complications  and  perplexities  of  the 
agencies  and  divisions  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  They  do  not  know 
where  to  go  to  participate  in  these  pro¬ 
grams,  and  this  is  another  one  some¬ 
where  along  the  line. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Nor  these  all  have  to 
be  brought  together. 

Mr.  WATSON.  The  gentleman  does 
not  feel  it  could  be  handled  by  one 
agency? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Whether  you  give  it 
a  separate  appropriation,  it  is  consti- 
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tuted.  We  think  they  ought  to  serve  as 
a  central  coordinating  one  office. 

If  there  are  no  further  questions,  I 
would  like  to  review  the  various  points 
covered  in  the  committee  report  and  the 
actions  taken  on  the  various  items  in  the 
bill. 

AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE  MOST  PRODUCTIVE  IN 
WORLD 

American  agriculture,  1963,  is  the  most 
productive  in  the  history  of  the  world. 
Fortunately,  most  of  our  problems  in  the 
United  States  are  due  to  abundance, 
rather  than  hunger  or  famine. 

The  ability  of  American  farmers  to 
produce  food  and  fiber  is  apparent  at  the 
supermarkets,  where  city  consumers  can 
choose  from  thousands  of  safe,  whole¬ 
some,  and  delicious  foods — products  of 
the  farms  of  our  50  States.  Using  only 
about  20  percent  of  their  income,  Ameri¬ 
can  consumers  can  select  foods  with  a 
knowledge  of  nutrition  and  balanced 
diets  that  makes  this  a  nation  of  healthy 
and  well-fed  people.  Most  people  in  the 
world  spend  half  or  more  of  their  avail¬ 
able  income  on  food,  and  in  underdevel¬ 
oped  areas  people  spend  most  of  their 
time  grubbing  a  living  from  the  earth. 

If  farmers  today  used  1940  methods, 
it  would  cost  an  extra  $13  billion  a  year 
to  produce  food  and  fiber  for  the  Nation. 
This  extra  cost  would  be  passed  on  to 
consumers,  adding  more  than  $5  a  week 
to  each  family’s  food  bill. 

American  farm  productivity,  with  its 
decreased  manpower  and  its  greatly  in¬ 
creased  equipment  and  investment,  is 
borne  out  at  the  dinner  table  where  27 
consumers  share  the  bounty  of  a  single 
farmworker.  The  average  U.S.  farm¬ 
worker  produces  the  food  needs  for  27 
people.  Today,  only  8  of  every  100 
American  workers  are  engaged  in  agri¬ 
culture.  The  92  others  provide  the 
goods  and  services  of  modem  living — 
manufacturing  cars,  TV  sets,  and  wash¬ 
ing  machines,  running  banks,  selling  in¬ 
surance,  building  homes,  fixing  tele¬ 
phones,  working  in  hospitals  and  hotels, 
and  rendering  other  services,  including 
our  national  defense. 

It  all  adds  up  to  a  standard  of  living 
never  before  equaled  in  history — at  a 
time  when  63  percent  of  the  governmen¬ 
tal  income  goes  for  national  defense  and 
related  activities. 

FORCED  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTIVITY  CREATES 
PROBLEMS 

To  maintain  this  high  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing,  and  with  increased  costs  for  what  the 
farmer  must  buy,  increased  agricultural 
productivity  has  been  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary.  This  has  come  at  the  cost  of  much 
greater  investment  per  farm  and  a  tre¬ 
mendous  increase  in  risk. 

The  necessity  to  increase  agricultural 
production  to  fully  utilize  machinery  and 
equipment  has  made  it  necessary  to  ex¬ 
pand  the  size  of  farming  units,  at  high 
cost  to  the  producer.  The  small  family- 
size  farm  is  gradually  disappearing, 
largely  because  it  cannot  support  high- 
cost  machinery,  supplies,  or  labor.  The 
number  of  farm  units  has  decreased  from 
6.4  million  in  1940  to  3.7  million  in  1962. 
In  22  years,  nearly  one-half  have  gone 
out  of  production.  The  American  con¬ 
sumer  today  is  almost  entirely  dependent 


on  the  commercial  farm  for  his  abundant 
supply  of  inexpensive  food  and  fiber. 

Larger  farming  units  have  made  neces¬ 
sary  the  use  of  more  expensive  machin¬ 
ery,  seed,  fertilizers,  and  insecticides, 
with  modern  farming  techniques.  This 
has  increased  the  investment  necessary 
to  farm  by  nearly  700  percent  in  the  past 
decade,  from  an  average  of  $6,119  per 
farm  in  1940  to  $47,632  in  1962. 

This  larger  investment,  together  with 
the  vagaries  of  weather  and  increased 
threats  to  crops  and  livestock  from  in¬ 
sects  and  diseases,  has  greatly  increased 
the  financial  risk  of  the  average  farmer. 
The  value  of  investments  in  terms  of  cur¬ 
rent  dollars  has  increased  from  about  $55 
billion  in  1940  to  over  $200  billion  in  1962. 
The  farm  debt  during  this  period  has  in¬ 
creased  from  $9.6  to  $25.8  billion.  Half 
a  century  ago  a  farmer  could  survive  as 
many  as  seven  crop  failures  in  a  row. 
With  the  tremendous  financial  risks  in¬ 
volved  today,  the  loss  of  a  single  year’s 
crop  can  result  in  bankruptcy  for  many 
farmers. 

Further  the  price-cost  squeeze  on  the 
farmer  is  becoming  more  acute  each  year. 
Farm  prices  have  generally  remained 
constant,  but  production  costs  have  con¬ 
tinued  to  rise.  The  small  increase  in  re¬ 
tail  food  prices  in  recent  years  has  been 
added  on  after  the  commodities  have  left 
the  farm  by  those  between  the  farmer 
and  consumer.  In  the  past  11  years  the 
farmer’s  share  of  the  -  retail  food  dollar 
has  declined  from  49  cents  in  1951  to  38 
cents  in  1962.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  the 
producers  were  to  receive  nothing  for 
their  raw  materials,  it  is  doubted  that  the 
retail  price  would  decline  significantly. 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  farmer  re¬ 
ceives  only  3.1  cents  from  a  2 1.2 -cent  loaf 
of  bread.  The  farmer’s  share  of  a  $4.24 
cotton  shirt  is  only  28  cents. 

These  factors  make  it  clear  that  the 
agricultural  producer  must  have  price 
protection.  This  Nation,  with  laws  per¬ 
mitting  labor  to  organize,  and  guaran¬ 
teeing  minimum  wages,  with  industry 
having  the  right  and  necessity  to  add 
markup  above  cost,  must  have  price  sup¬ 
port  for  the  producer  of  the  raw  ma¬ 
terial.  . 

EXACT  BALANCE  IN  SUPPLY  AND  DEMAND  UNWISE 

Most  of  the  farm  problems  are  due  to 
high  cost  of  what  the  farmer  must  buy, 
leading  to  increased  units  and  the  re¬ 
sulting  surplus  supplies  of  agricultural 
supplies  on  hand,  which  depress  markets 
and  require  large  amounts  of  money  to 
produce  and  store.  However,  the  worst 
possible  thing  that  could  be  done  to  the 
185  million  American  consumers  would 
be  to  balance  supply  and  demand,  by 
reducing  supply  and  production  to  the 
point  of  forcing  fair  prices  at  the  mar¬ 
ketplace  because  there  was  barely 
enough  to  go  around. 

To  cut  production  down  to  the  point  of 
scarcity  would  endanger  the  consuming 
public.  Drought  or  flood  or  pestilence 
could  make  many  go  hungry,  though  in 
all  likelihood  it  would  bring  the  producer 
a  much  larger  net  income.  These  facts 
need  to  be  recognized  aside  from  any 
defense  needs. 

Another  serious  effect  would  be  to  en¬ 
courage  foreign  countries  to  increase 
their  agricultural  production.  The  re¬ 


ports  and  hearings  of  this  committee  are 
full  of  facts  to  show  that,  as  the  United 
States  has  reduced  production  in  recent 
years,  foreign  production  has  been  in¬ 
creased  to  fill  the  gap,  much  of  it  with 
American  financial  aid  and  technical 
assistance. 

Also,  in  the  case  of  cotton  there  has 
been  a  large  competitive  growth  in  the 
use  of  synthetic  fibers  at  home  and 
abroad.  In  foreign  countries,  this  has 
been  due  partly  to  efforts  of  those  coun¬ 
tries  which  do  not  produce  cotton  to  be¬ 
come  self-sufficient  in  raw  materials. 
But  further,  this  has  resulted  in  part' 
from  curtailing  U.S.  cotton  production 
and  holding  U.S.  cotton  off  world  mar¬ 
kets  at  competitive  prices. 

At  the  urging  of  this  committee,  the 
Department  has  recently  reentered  world 
markets  on  a  competitive  basis  in  an 
effort  to  keep  U.S.  production  up  and  to 
keep  American  farmers  in  business.  In 
order  to  protect  our  foreign  markets, 
the  Department  should  give  further 
study  to  producing  higher  quality  com¬ 
modities.  The  tendency  to  stress  quan¬ 
tity  rather  than  quality  has  had  a  serious 
effect  on  the  oversea  demand  for  U.S. 
commodities.  A  wider  range  between 
good  and  poor  quality  in  level  of  price 
supports  might  improve  the  situation. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that,  unless  produc¬ 
tion  levels  are  maintained,  additional 
farm  units  will  of  necessity  go  out  of 
production,  with  increased  unemploy¬ 
ment  problems  in  the  cities'  as  more  rural 
people  move  to  town.  How  to  keep  ade¬ 
quate  reserves  to  meet  all,  domestic  and 
export  needs,  plus  a  reserve  for  possible 
defense  needs,  without  depressing  mar¬ 
ket  prices  is  one  of  the  most  serious 
problems  facing  American  agriculture 
today.  It  is  our  belief  such  reserves 
should  be  insulated  from  the  market  and 
charged  up  to  “Consumer  security.” 

THE  BUDGET  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE 

When  all  is  said  and  done,  it  requires 
only  5  to  6  percent  of  the  Federal  budget 
each  year  to  operate  all  of  the  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture — meat 
inspection,  disease  and  pest  control,  re¬ 
search  and  extension,  protection  of  re¬ 
sources,  price  support,  foreign  assistance, 
and  all  the  rest.  This  is  only  about  one- 
twelfth  of  what  the  Nation  is  spending 
each  year  on  defense,  about  the  same 
as  we  spend  on  international  affairs,  and 
almost'  exactly  the  amount  requested 
each  year  for  research  to  send  a  man  to 
the  moon. 

Only  1.5  percent  is  required  to  finance 
the  regular  operating  programs  of  the 
Department,  including  research,  market¬ 
ing,  extension,  soil  conservation,  water¬ 
shed  protection,  flood  prevention,  and 
other  related  activities.  This  averages 
about  $8  per  person  per  year  for  the  pro¬ 
duction,  inspection,  and  marketing  of  the 
finest  meats,  vegetables,  and  other  foods 
at  the  lowest  cost  to  the  consumer  of  any 
nation  in  history.  Further,  it  hei^-s  to 
develop  and  maintain  our  national  re¬ 
sources  for  unborn  generations  of  the 
future.  It  also  provides  school  lunches 
for  our  children  and  food  for  the  needy. 

An  additional  2  percent  is  used  to  fi¬ 
nance  the  various  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  operated  by  the  Department,  in- 
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eluding  Public  Law  480,  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement,  and  bartered  mate¬ 
rials  for  the  supplemental  stockpile. 
The  primary  benefit  of  these  programs  is 
in  the  area  of  international  affairs  and 
foreign  aid  and,  therefore,  should  not  be 
charged  to  the  farmer  as  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  our  agricultural  programs. 

Another  2  to  3  percent  is  used  to 
finance  the  price  support  program 
needed  to  protect  the  Nation’s  largest 
market  for  the  goods  and  services  of 
American  industry.  It  is  significant  to 
note  that  over  50  percent  of  the  funds 
expended  for  price  support  programs  go 
to  transportation  companies,  warehouses, 
and  other  activities  rather  than  to  the 
farmer. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  frequently  by 
this  committee,  agriculture  is  the  prin¬ 
cipal  source  of  new  wealth.  It  is  the 
main  provider  of  basic  raw  materials 
which  support  all  segments  of  business 
and  industry.  Reliable  estimates  indi¬ 
cate  that  each  dollar  of  wealth  taken 
from  the  soil  generates  $7  of  income 
throughout  the  rest  of  our  economy. 

Agriculture  is  still  our  largest  industry. 
It  employs  12  times  the  number  of  people 
in  the  steel  industry,  9  times  the  number 
in  the  automobile  industry,  twice  the 
number  in  the  transportation  and  public 
utility  industries.  In  addition,  it  sup¬ 
ports  directly  another  10  percent  of  non¬ 
farm  population  which  supplies  the 
farmer  with  his  needs  and  processes  and 
markets  his  products. 

Agriculture  is  the  major  market  for  the 
products  of  industry.  It  uses  more  steel 
in  a  year  than  is  used  for  a  year’s  output 
of  passenger  cars.  It  uses  more  petro¬ 
leum  products  than  any  other  industry 
in  the  country.  It  uses  more  rubber  each 
year  than  is  required  to  produce  tires  for 
6  million  automobiles.  Its  inventory  of 
machinery  exceeds  the  as’Sets  of  the  steel 
industry  and  is  five  times  that  of  the  au¬ 
tomobile  industry. 

PERSONNEL  REQUIREMENTS 

Average  annual  employment  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  (exclusive  of 
the  Forest  Service  which  is  no  longer 
included  in  this  bill)  has  increased  from 
47,793  in  fiscal  year  1954  to  an  estimated 
65,457  in  fiscal  year  1963.  This  is  a  total 
increase  of  17,664  man-years,  nearly  37 
percent. 

It  is  inevitable  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  which  serves  to  some  ex¬ 
tent  every  person  in  the  Nation,  will  have 
a  large  number  of  employees.  Recogniz¬ 
ing  the  need  to  balance  the  budget  and 
curtail  personnel  increases  wherever  pos¬ 
sible,  however,  the  committee  has  held 
funds  for  additional  employees  in  this 
bill  to  an  absolute  minimum. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  made  some  progress  in  the  past 
year  in  reducing  employment  in  selected 
areas.  A  reduction  of  over  500  em¬ 
ployees  has  been  made  in  the  Agriculture 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
as  a  result  of  the  consolidation  of  several 
of  the  commodity  offices  and  other  or¬ 
ganizational  changes.  In  addition,  sev¬ 
eral  hundred  positions  have  been  elimi¬ 
nated  as  a  result  of  the  installation  of  a 
centralized  data-processing  system  for 
the  preparation  of  payrolls  and  the  proc¬ 
essing  of  personnel  data. 

Funds  to  meet  pay  increases  author¬ 


ized  last  year  have  been  reduced  sub¬ 
stantially,  which  will  require  further 
personnel  reductions  by  not  filling  va¬ 
cancies  to  absorb  the  amounts  disal¬ 
lowed.  Only  80  percent  of  amounts  re¬ 
quired  for  fiscal  year  1964  was  included 
in  the  budget  request.  Further,  for  the 
larger  appropriations  only  60  percent  of 
the  amounts  in  the  budget  have  been  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill.  For  the  agencies 
which  are  not  large  enough  to  absorb 
such  a  large  cut,  reductions  have  not 
been  so  severe. 

The  1964  budget,  as  amended  by 
House  Document  81,  would  ha  v£  provided 
a  net  increase  of  1,201  man-years  of  em¬ 
ployment  for  the  appropriations  in  this 
bill.  The  committee  has  reduced  this  by 
1,021 — 85  percent — and  has  provided 
funds  for  a  total  net  increase  of  only  180 
man-years.  The  increases  allowed  are 
primarily  for  research,  meat  and  poultry 
inspection,  soil  and  water  conservation, 
REA  loan  studies,  FHA  lending  activities, 
and  broadening  of  crop  insurance  cover¬ 


age,  as  follows: 

Agricultural  Research  Service : 

Increases :  ' 

To  staff  research  laboratories  re¬ 
cently  authorized  by  Congress 

and  now  ready  for  operation _ +89 

To  extend  research  to  meet  in¬ 
creased  threats  from  foot-and- 
mouth  disease  and  African  swine 

fever _  +17 

To  expand  research  on  peanuts, 
tobacco,  cotton,  corn,  and 
wheat — basic  storable  commodi¬ 
ties  in  surplus  supply _  +50 

To  provide  additional  plant  and 
animal  quarantine  inspection  at 
ports  of  entry  due  to  increased 

traffic  from  abroad _  +22 

To  increase  the  program  for  erad¬ 
ication  of  hog  cholera  author¬ 
ized  by  Public  Law  87-209  ap¬ 
proved  September  6,  1961 _  +72 

To  provide  additional  meat  in¬ 
spectors  to  meet  expanding  in¬ 
spection  workload.: _  +92 

Annualization  of  prior  year  in¬ 
creases,  principally  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  research _ +157 


Total  increases _ +499 


Decreases: 

Savings  due  to  installation  of 
centralized  data  processing  sys¬ 
tem  for  personnel  and  payroll 


data _  —76 

Reduction  in  eradication  programs 
for  the  gypsy  moth,  screwworm, 
etc! _  _ 182 


Total  decreases _ — 258 


Net  increase.  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service _ +241 

Federal  Extension  Service:  Savings 

due  to  data  processing  system _  _ 3 


Soil  Conservation  Service : 

Increases: 

To  staff  30  new  districts  to  be 
established  during  coming  fiscal 


year -  +90 

To  increase  soil  and  water  conser¬ 
vation  in  existing  districts _ +131 

To  extend  cooperative  river  basin 

surveys  and  investigations _  +82 

To  carry  out  the  new  land  conser¬ 
vation  and  utilization  program 
authorized  by  the  Food  and  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Act  of  1962 _  +24 


Total  increases _  +327 


Soil  Conservation  Service — Continued 
Decreases : 

Savings  due  to  data-processing 

system _  —44 

Completion  of  projects  and  reduc¬ 
tion  in  loan  activities -  —37  - 


Total  decreases _  —81 


Net  increase.  Soil  Conservation 
<■  Service  (including  watershed 
protection  and  flood  preven¬ 
tion) _  +246 

Economic  Research  Service:  Research 
on  the  European  Common  Market 
and  other  foreign  agricultural  trade 

problems _ : _  + 10 

Statistical  Reporting  Service:  To  ex¬ 
tend  the  long-range  program  for 
improvement  of  crop  and  livestock 
estimates _  +83 


Agricultural  Marketing  Service : 

To  meet  increasing  volume  of  man¬ 
datory  poultry  inspection _  +32 

Annualization  of  prior  year  increases 
for  poultry  inspection,  warehouse 
inspection,  grain  grading,  and 

market  news  service _  +52 

Savings  due  to  data-processing  sys¬ 
tem _  — 19 


Net  increase,  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Service _  +65 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service:  To  ex¬ 
pand  market  development  work  and 


give  additional  attention  to  the  Euro¬ 


pean  Common  Market  and  other  in¬ 
ternational  trade  relations _  + 13 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority:  Sav¬ 
ings  due  to  data-processing  system.  —  1 
Agriculture  Stabilization  and  Conser¬ 
vation  Service :  Net  redutcion  due  to 
consolidations,  organizational 

changes,  and  increased  employee 

productivity _ —736 

Rural  Areas  Development:  To 

strengthen  coordination  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  rural  areas  develop¬ 
ment  program _ *  +2 

Office  of  General  Counsel:  Reduction 
in  staff  and  savings  due  to  data  pro¬ 
cessing  system _  —13 

Office  of  Information:  Termination  of 
centennial  program  and  savings  due 

to  data  processing  system _  —2 

Library :  To  provide  more  service  and 
information  for  scientific  and  re¬ 
search  personnel _  +20 

Rural  Electrification  Administration : 

For  surveys  of  REA  cooperatives  and 
studies  of  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion  contracts _  +15 


Farmers  Home  Administration : 

For  additional  workload  of  regular 
programs  and  for  new  programs 
assigned  to  the  agency,  including 
rural  housing  and  housing  for  the 


elderly _  +20Q 

To  initiate  new  rural  renewal  pro¬ 
gram -  +20 


Total _  +220 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation: 

To  extend  the  crop  insurance  pro¬ 
gram  to  100  new  counties  as  con¬ 
templated  in  the  long-range  crop 
insurance  program _  +20 


Net  total  increase,  USDA  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  Forest  Service) _ + 180 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  PROGRAM 


The  committee  is  proud  of  the  record 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  and  what  it  has  meant  to  and  means 
not  only  to  rural  America  but  to  all 
America  today.  We  believe  that  one  of 
the  greatest  achievements  of  the  past  30 
years  has  been  the  bringing  of  electrical 
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energy  to  the  rural  areas.  It  has  been 
a  major  factor  in  enabling  the  relatively 
few  people  on  our  farms  to  produce  the 
food  and  fiber  for  our  185  million  con¬ 
sumers.  It  has  enabled  this  Nation  to 
support  large  international  and  defense 
costs  without  reducing  our  general 
standard  of  living. 

One  of  the  most  remarkable  features 
of  the  program  has  been  its  repayment 
record.  It  is  one  in  which  everyone  in 
the  Nation  can  take  pride.  No  bank  or 
other  lending  institution  in  the  country 
can  boast  of  a  better  record.  Of  the  $4 
billion  advanced  on  REA  loans  over  $1.1 
billion  has  been  repaid  on  principal, 
some  of  it  in  advance  of  due  dates.  As  of 
February  28,  1963,  only  two  borrowers 
were  delinquent  and  they  are  expected  to 
become  solvent  in  the  near  future. 

The  committee  is  gratified  to  note 
that,  pursuant  to  directives  in  reports  of 
this  committee,  standards  have  been  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Administrator  for  the 
control  of  financial  reserves  of  the  REA 
cooperatives.  It  is  reported  that  the  co¬ 
operatives  are  in  full  accord  with  this  ac¬ 
tion  and  are  cooperating  to  make  it  ef¬ 
fective.  This  is  a  healthy  and  practical 
realization  of  the  responsibility  of  these 
borrowers  to  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation. 

A  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
committee  believe  the  right  to  make 
loans  for  power  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  purposes,  with  funds  available  to 
implement  such  right,  if  necessary,  is 
absolutely  essential  to  enable  REA  co¬ 
operatives  to  obtain  reasonable  contracts 
from  private  power  suppliers  with  regard 
to  rates,  terms,  and  conditions.  How¬ 
ever,  a  study  of  the  REA  Act  and  its  his¬ 
tory  clearly  shows  it  was  never  intended 
that  this  authority  be  used  except  for 
substantial  reasons,  and  not  merely  to 
supplant  private  suppliers. 

The  committee  had  testimony  from 
many  witnesses  on  all  sides  of  this  issue. 
With  regard  to  several  loans  it  appears 
that  satisfactory  concessions  or  modi¬ 
fications  might  have  been  secured  from 
the  private  suppliers  if  real  efforts  had 
been  made.  With  regard  to  others,  rea¬ 
sons  given  for  granting  loans  do  not  ap¬ 
pear  too  substantial.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  requirement  of  a  dual  rate  by  the  pri¬ 
vate  supplier,  whereby  a  higher  rate  is 
charged  for  increased  quantities  of  power 
for  the  purpose  of  cutting  off  prospective 
customers  in  areas  served  by  co-ops,  ap¬ 
pears  unjustified  and  is  an  invitation  for 
electric  cooperatives  to  seek  generation 
and  transmission  loans. 

In  some  instances,  figures  presented  to 
the  committee  as  to  cost  of  power  and 
other  terms  of  contracts  between  some 
cooperatives  and  private  compahies  dif¬ 
fer  somewhat.  The  committee  has  had 
no  opportunity  nor  means  to  determine 
which  may  be  correct.  With  regard  to 
some  contracts,  the  private  suppliers 
seem  to  have  offered  little  assurance  of 
providing  for  increased  future  power 
needs  of  cooperatives  on  a  firm  basis  or 
providing  delivery  points  necessary  to  the 
economical  operation  of  the  cooperatives 
involved. 

Before  public  funds  are  loaned  for 
power  generation  or  transmission,  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  committee  believes  the  REA 


Administrator,  in  connection  with  any 
such  loan,  should  make  a  survey,  deter¬ 
mine  wherein  the  existing  contract  for 
power  or  the  proposed  contract  is  un¬ 
reasonable,  advise  the  supplier  wherein 
such  contract  is  unreasonable  and  at¬ 
tempt  to  get  such  contract  modified  to 
make  it  reasonable.  Loans  should  be 
made  only  when  reasonable  contracts 
cannot  be  obtained. 

With  regard  to  any  further  generation 
and  transmission  loan  approved,  the 
Administrator  should  certify  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  that  each  of  these 
steps  has  been  taken  and  that  the  pri¬ 
vate  supplier  had  been  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  the  contract  reasonable, 
specifying  the  details,  and  had  refused 
or  failed  to  do  so. 

The  committee  believes  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  has  the  obligation  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  section  5  loans  are  handled  on 
a  sound  basis.  The  REA  Act  provides 
that  loans  under  section  5  shall  not  be 
made  unless  the  Administrator  finds 
and  certifies  that  in  his  judgment  the 
security  therefor  is  reasonably  adequate 
and  such  loan  will  be  paid  within  the 
time  agreed. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  that  the 
Congress  in  providing  for  section  5  loans 
intended  also  that  they  should  not  be 
made  where  local  private  business  can 
meet  the  need  or  where  it  is  determined 
that  the  local  borrower  will  provide  un¬ 
necessary  competition.  The  Adminis¬ 
trator  should  also  certify  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  to  the  necessity  for  section  5 
loans. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  facts,  the 
committee  has  placed  $150  million  of  the 
electrification  loan  authorization  in  the 
contingency  reserve,  instead  of  the  $75 
million  requested.  The  contingency  au¬ 
thorizations  can  be  released  only  after 
a  further  showing  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  that  the  program  is  being  han¬ 
dled  on  a  satisfactory  basis  and  there  is 
a  substantial  need  for  the  additional 
funds.  This  should  enable  the  Admin¬ 
istration  to  meet  its  obligations,  if  the 
x-ecommendations  of  the  committee  are 
followed. 

The  committee  has  provided  funds  for 
additional  employees  for  the  coming  year 
under  the  REA  administrative  appropri¬ 
ation  to  implement  the  surveys,  audits, 
and  supei’vision  called  for  in  these  areas. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH 

As  in  the  past,  the  committee  has  had 
numerous  requests  for  additional  appi*o- 
priations  for  the  various  activities  of  the 
Department.  Some  250  witnesses  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  this  year, 
many  of  them  requesting  additional 
attention  to  problems  in  research.  Most 
of  these  requests  are  for  work  within 
the  present  research  responsibilities  of 
the  Depai'tment. 

The  committee  has  allowed  some  in¬ 
creases  where  the  large  investments  and 
costs  to  the  Federal  Government  justify 
some  extra  attention.  In  addition,  we 
have  again  provided  the  $1  million  special 
contingency  funds  to  meet  needs  not 
specifically  appropriated  for.  The  com¬ 
mittee,  therefore  directs  the  Department 
to  give  attention  to  these  additional 
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needs  as  reflected  in  these  requests  in  the 
use  of  the  funds  provided  in  the  bill. 
The  usual  requests  for  increases  are  gen¬ 
erally  by  their  nature  the  type  to  which 
present  personnel,  funds,  and  facilities 
should  be  directed. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  following 
amounts  are  being  spent  for  research  on 
certain  of  the  major  commodities  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1963:  $5.2  million  for  corn;  $1.1 
million  for  peanuts;  $722,000  for  rice; 
$2.3  million  for  tobacco;  $11.7  million 
for  cotton;  and  $5.8  million  for  wheat. 
In  addition,  all  of  the  other  research 
work  of  the  Department  is  of  benefit  to 
these  commodities  in  varying  degrees. 

For  yeai’s  the  committee  has  recog¬ 
nized  the  absolute  necessity  for  contin¬ 
uing  research  in  agriculture  on  all  of 
these  commodities.  The  committee  has 
realized  that  it  takes  research  facilities, 
personnel,  and  funds  to  meet  these 
needs.  However,  in  recent  years  it  has 
appeared  that  many  requests  for  in¬ 
creases  in  funds  and  facilities  have  not 
been  based  on  a  thorough  knowledge  of 
what  the  Department  already  has  in  the 
way  of  facilities  and  what  research  is 
now  being  done. 

The  committee  believes  sti-ongly  in  ag¬ 
ricultural  research,  the  backbone  of 
which  is  the  cooperative  px'ograms  car¬ 
ried  on  with  the  land-grant  colleges. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
land-grant  colleges  have  excellent  re¬ 
search  organizations,  and  this  commit¬ 
tee  is  proud  of  their  many  outstanding 
accomplishments.  The  committee  has 
supported  the  l-esearch  programs  of  these 
agencies  as  fully  as  possible  through  the 
yeai’s.  Total  research  funds  for  the  var¬ 
ious  agencies  of  the  Department,  includ¬ 
ing  the  agriculture  experiment  stations, 
have  increased  from  approximately  $57 
million  in  fiscal  year  1949  to  over  $174 
million  in  fiscal  year  1963 — an  increase 
of  over  200  percent. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture  would  not  be  in  business 
today  if  it  were  not  for  the  benefits  of 
the  Department’s  research  in  reducing 
cost  of  production,  and  improving  the 
quality  and  inci-easing  the  efficiency  of 
handling  and  marketing  of  agricultural 
crops.  It  would  be  impossible  for  the 
economy  of  the  Nation  to  support  large 
international  and  defense  costs  each 
year,  and  at  the  same  time  maintain  our 
high  standard  of  living,  were  it  not  for 
the  remai’kable  record  of  agriculture  and 
agricultural  research. 

When  this  country  was  young,  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  people  lived  on  the  farm. 
Most  of  them  had  to  produce  their  own 
food  and  fiber  with  the  plow  and  the 
hoe.  Today,  about  10  percent  of  our 
people  live  in  rural  areas  with  less  than 
4  percent  woi’king  in  the  fields  to  feed 
our  entire  population.  This  remarkable 
accomplishment  is  due  in  large  part  to 
the  fine  work  of  the  research  agencies 
of  the  Department  and  the  land-grant 
colleges. 

It  must  be  recognized,  however,  that 
additional  funds  for  expanded  research 
programs  each  year  is  not  the  complete 
answer  to  the  problems  of  agriculture. 
Research  must  fit  into  the  present  sys¬ 
tem  of  agriculture  and  must  be  held 
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within  reasonable  fiscal  limits.  In¬ 
creased  research  results  must  depend  on 
the  quality  of  research  rather  than  the 
quantity  of  research.  It  must  be  care¬ 
fully  geared  to  the  needs  of  the  agricul¬ 
ture  producer  and  the  industrial  user. 

Agriculture  research  should  be  ex¬ 
panded  only  where  present  personnel 
and  facilities  cannot  be  shifted  to  meet 
the  new  research  needs.  Further,  it 
should  be  expanded  gradually  on  a  sound 
basis  and  only  to  the  extent  that  well 
qualified  research  scientists  are  avail¬ 
able.  The  committee  is  aware  of  the 
keen  competition  for  well-trained  scien¬ 
tists  from  all  branches  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  industry  and  knows  of  the  dif¬ 
ficult  problem  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  faces  in  finding  the  caliber  of 
people  needed  to  maintain  the  high 
quality  of  research  results  required  of  it. 

NEW  LABORATORY  APPROACH,  A  SLOW  PROCESS 

It  must  be  realized  that  a  new  labo¬ 
ratory  approach  to  pressing  research 
problems  means  on  the  average  at  least 
5  years  before  any  valuable  results  can 
be  obtained,  and  then  usually  from  ex¬ 
perienced  personnel  transferred  from 
other  locations. 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service 
now  conducts  research  at  some  228  loca¬ 
tions  in  the  United  States.  In  addition 
the  agricultural  marketing  research  pro¬ 
gram  is  carried  on  at  45  locations 
throughout  the  United  States.  These 
273  facilities  have  all  made  and  are 
making  valuable  contributions  to  re¬ 
search.  They  should  be  able  to  meet  fu¬ 
ture  research  needs  by  redirecting  pres¬ 
ent  personnel  and  facilities,  with  expan¬ 
sion  where  necessary. 

Also,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the 
backbone  of  research  is  and  should  be 
cooperative  research  carried  on  with  the 
land-grant  colleges.  The  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  not  weaken  this  cooper¬ 
ative  approach  by  establishing  too  many 
Federal  laboratories. 

Therefore,  it  is  the  belief  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  most  urgent  needs  for 
additional  research  in  the  future  should 
be  met  as  follows: 

First.  By  merging  them  into  present 
research  work  at  existing  locations  with 
existing  funds  and  personnel. 

Second.  By  contract  or  grant  to  an 
established  research  organization  with 
qualified  personnel  already  available. 

Third.  By  expanding  cooperative  re¬ 
search  programs  with  the  land-grant 
colleges  and  other  research  institutions 
and  organizations,  with  some  arrange¬ 
ment  for  matching  contributions. 

Fourth.  By  enlarging  research  activi¬ 
ties  at  existing  establishments  as  may  be 
required,  but  only  after  the  above  ap¬ 
proaches  have  been  determined  to  be 
impracticable. 

This  should  be  the  formula  to  guide 
the  Congress  and  the  Department  in 
evaluating  future  research  needs  and 
considering  funds  for  the  establishment 
of  additional  research  facilities.  Only 
in  this  way  can  the  Federal  Government 
meet  the  needs  of  research  in  a  truly 
expeditious  manner  within  reasonable 
fiscal  limits. 

Since  the  last  session  of  Congress,  the 
committee  has  conducted  a  special  re¬ 
view  of  the  research  programs  and  fa¬ 
cilities  of  the  Department,  particularly 


with  regard  to  certain  phases  of  re¬ 
search.  The  purpose  of  this  survey  is  to 
bring*  together  in  one  document  a  de¬ 
tailed  description  of  the  research  pro¬ 
grams  now  in  existence  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  to  show  the  many  research  loca¬ 
tions  throughout  the  country  where  work 
is  now  being  carried  on,  and  to  indicate 
the  amount  of  money  being  expended  for 
such  research. 

From  this  report  it  would  appear  that 
many  demands  each  year  for  new  re¬ 
search  laboratories  or  new  and  expanded 
research  projects,  most  of  which  would 
require  funds  above  the  budget,  could  be 
and  should  be  met  with  existing  facili¬ 
ties,  and  to  a  large  degree  with  existing 
personnel  and  funds — the  committee  re¬ 
port  will  be  found  in  part  4  of  this  year’s 
hearing,  beginning  on  page  2892. 

In  order  to  help  meet  some  of  the  more 
immediate  and  pressing  problems  of  the 
various  segments  of  agriculture,  the 
committee  has  taken  the  following  ac¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  production  and 
marketing  research  work  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  the  accompanying  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  fiscal  year  1964: 

First.  Funds  for  marketing  research 
have  been  consolidated  with  funds  for 
the  research  activities  of  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service.  It  is  virtually  impos¬ 
sible  to  conduct  the  activities  of  these 
two  areas  of  research  separately.  It  is 
believed  that  more  efficient  research  can 
be  carried  on  through  closer  coordina¬ 
tion. 

Second.  Authority  has  been  included 
in  the  bill  to  transfer  not  to  exceed  $5 
million  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  be  used  for  contracts  and 
grants  to  meet  acute  needs  for  research 
to  reduce  the  necessity  for  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  invest  in  and  take  title  to  large 
quantities  of  agricultural  commodities. 
This  approach  should  enable  the  De¬ 
partment  to  move  ahead  immediately 
where  services  of  trained  and  experi¬ 
enced  scientists  not  available  for  regu¬ 
lar  Federal  employment  can  be  obtained, 
instead  of  waiting  5  years  under  the  new 
laboratory  approach  with  permanent 
personnel.  Such  research  will  be  con¬ 
cerned  primarily  with  those  commodities 
in  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpor¬ 
ation  has  a  large  investment,  including 
cotton,  com,  and  wheat  and  should  be 
of  real  benefit  to  the  operations  of  the 
Corporation. 

Third.  To  meet  the  need  for  addition¬ 
al  quality  research  on  peanuts,  an  addi¬ 
tional  $200,000  has  been  provided  for  use 
at  the  New  Orleans  Utilization  Labora¬ 
tory.  The  committee  has  also  provided 
$400,000  for  the  establishment  of  a  pea¬ 
nut  research  laboratory  to  house  peanut 
shelling  work  at  Dawson  and  if  desirable 
to  bring  together  peanut  research  now 
being  conducted  at  various  locations  in 
Georgia. 

Fourth.  To  meet  the  more  pressing 
problems  of  tobacco,  $400,000  has  been 
included  in  the  bill  for  additional  re¬ 
search  at  existing  facilities  on  Flue- 
cured  and  burley  tobaccos.  Also,  $200,- 
000  each  has  been  provided  for  addi¬ 
tional  research  at  existing  facilities  on 
cotton,  com,  and  wheat — the  commodi¬ 
ties  which  now  make  up  the  major  por¬ 
tion  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
inventories. 


Fifth.  Authority  has  been  provided  to 
enable  the  Department  to  accept  funds 
from  the  States  and  private  industry  to 
carry  out  research  programs  on  a  co¬ 
operative  basis.  This  language  will  en¬ 
able  agricultural  groups  to  meet  their 
most  urgent  research  needs  and  to  play 
a  part  in  their  solution  in  cooperation 
with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
line  with  what  now  is  done  in  forestry 
research. 

PROGRAM  SUPPORT  COSTS 

The  committee  has  received  frequent 
complaints  to  the  effect  that  sizable  por¬ 
tions  of  funds  provided  for  specific  re¬ 
search  projects  do  not  reach  the  point 
where  the  research  work  is  conducted. 
A  preliminary  review  of  this  matter  in¬ 
dicates  that  in  some  cases  as  much  as  20 
percent  or  more  of  the  funds  provided 
by  Congress  are  deducted  in  Washing¬ 
ton  or  some  other  administrative  level 
for  so-called  program  support  purposes 
before  the  balance  is  finally  allocated  to 
the  field  locations. 

The  committee  expects  to  make  a  full 
study  of  this  matter  during  the  coming 
year  to  determine  the  facts  and  rec¬ 
ommend  reasonable  standards  for  such 
overhead  deductions.  In  the  meantime, 
each  agency  of  the  Department  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  review  its  practices  and  make 
whatever  adjustments  may  be  needed. 
In  order  to  hold  program  support  costs 
to  present  levels,  the  committee  directs 
that  none  of  the  additional  funds  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill  are  to  be  used  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  or  support  purposes  in 
Washington  or  any  other  location,  un¬ 
less  specifically  approved  in  this  bill. 
Further,  the  committee  feels  that  ab¬ 
sorption  required  to  meet  pay  increases 
and  other  expanded  needs  should  come 
largely  from  the  program  support  area, 
rather  than  from  program  operations. 

CITRUS  PURCHASES  AND  TOBACCO  SALES 

The  committee  developed  a  complete 
record  on  the  handling  of  orange  juice 
purchases  under  section  32  and  the  sale 
of  tobacco  at  a  fixed  price  under  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Contracts  were  made  to  purchase  383,- 
485  cases  of  concentrated  orange  juice 
from  five  suppliers  on  November  13, 
1962,  at  a  price  ranging  from  $4.57  to 
$4.74  per  case.  Immediately  thereafter, 
a  severe  freeze  occurred  in  the  citrus  area 
and  the  price  of  citrus  products  increased 
substantially.  At  the  request  of  the  sup¬ 
pliers  the  contracts  were  canceled  and 
the  juice  was  returned  at  the  original 
purchase  price,  despite  the  fact  that  the 
market  price  in  the  meantime  had  in¬ 
creased  to  around  $10  per  case.  Infor¬ 
mation  from  three  of  the  five  suppliers 
indicates  that  they  then  sold  quantities 
of  this  juice  at  prices  ranging  from  $8.45 
per  case  to  $13  per  case. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  juice  turned 
back  was  from  the  preceding  year’s  pro¬ 
duction,  was  in  existence,  and  final  con¬ 
tracts  for  delivery  has  been  entered  into. 
Therefore,  the  suppliers  were  being 
called  on  to  furnish  citrus  juice  actually 
in  existence  and  were  not  dependent  on 
the  next  year’s  production  to  make  the 
deliveries.  It  should  also  be  noted  that 
the  armed  services  were  required  to  pay 
$13.50  per  case  for  citrus  juice  required 
for  their  purposes,  at  this  same  time.  In 
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the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  this  type  of  trans¬ 
action  is  not  sound  and  fails  to  protect 
the  financial  interests  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

On  February  11,  1963,  the  Department 
announced  the  sale  of  Flue-cured  to-' 
bacco  from  the  1955  and  1956  crops. 
This-tobacco  was  offered  at  a  fixed  price 
of  around  36  cents  per  pound,  which  was 
considerably  under  the  regular  market 
price  of  tobacco  at  that  time.  An  im¬ 
mediate  run  developed  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  sold  between  60  and  70  million 
pounds  of  tobacco  during  the  first  few 
hours  of  the  sale.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
some  would-be  buyers  claim  that  they 
were  unable  to  participate  in  the  sale 
program  due  to  demand. 

It  appears  to  a  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that,  if  tobacco  had  been  sold  on 
a  competitive  bid  basis  rather  than  a 
fixed  price  basis,  the  Government  would 
have  benefited  greatly.  We  point  out, 
too,  that  some  serious  questions  arise  as 
to  the  effect  on  new  crops  of  tobacco. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

For  research,  the  bill  carries  a  total  of 
$94,445,000  for  fiscal  year  1964,  including 
$4,950,000  for  marketing  research.  The 
amount  recommended  is  a  net  increase  of 
$1,399,775  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  net 
reduction  of  $2,718,675  in  the  budget  re¬ 
quest.  The  net  increase  includes  $1,200,- 
000  to  staff  new  research  laboratories 
which  have  been  authorized  in  previous 
years  and  are  now  ready  for  operation, 
$200,000  for  expanded  research  to  de¬ 
velop  better  protection  against  the  intro¬ 
duction  into  the  United  States  of  foot- 
and-mouth  disease  and  African  swine 
fever,  both  of  which  are  becoming  in¬ 
creasing  threats  to  the  United  States  as 
a  result  of  increased  foreign  travel  and 
the  increased  speed  of  transportation, 
and  $1,327,775  to  finance  60  percent  of 
the  Pay  Act  increases  for  1964.  These 
increases  are  more  than  offset  by  de¬ 
creases  of  $2,928,000  due  to  nonrecurring 
construction  costs  and  savings  resulting 
from  the  new  data  processing  system. 
The  amount  recommended  also  includes 
$1,600,000  to  meet  the  research  needs  of 
certain  major  commodities  which  have 
acute  production  and  marketing  prob¬ 
lems  and  in  which  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  a  large  investment. 

The  1963  appropriation  of  $59,505,000 
has  again  been  provided  for  plant  and 
animal  disease  and  pest  control.  This 
is  a  reduction  of  $5,643,000  in  the  budget 
request.  Budget  reductions  of  $1,919,000 
resulting  from  savings  in  the  fire  ant, 
gypsy  moth,  and  screw-worm  eradication 
programs,  nonrecurring  construction  re¬ 
quirements,  and  the  new  data  processing 
system,  have  been  reallocated  for  other 
purposes  proposed  in  the  budget.  In  this 
connection,  attention  is  directed  to  the 
recent  outbreak  of  fire  ants  along  the 
lower  Mississippi  River.  It  is  under¬ 
stood  that  the  reduction  of  funds  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  fire  ant  program  is  due  to 
a  new  bait  and  improved  methods  of 
treatment  and  will  permit  continued 
treatment  where  necessary  to  prevent 
further  spread  of  the  infestation. 

In  this  connection,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  $2  million  for  screw-worm  eradi¬ 
cation  work  was  inadvertently  omitted. 


The  committee  intended  to  include  this 
amount  for  1964  and  will  request  the 
other  body  to  reinstate  the  funds. 

The  $1,919,000  will  be  redirected  to 
provide  increases  of  $161,000  for  plant 
quarantine  inspection  at  30  major  ports 
of  entry,  $86,500  for  animal  inspection 
and  quarantine  at  14  major  ports  of 
entry,  $796,000  for  expansion  of  the  hog 
cholera  eradication  program,  and  $875,- 
500  to  cover  60  percent  of  the  1964  pay 
increases. 

In  fiscal  year  1962,  a  record  total  of 
173  million  persons  entered  the  United 
States  by  sea,  air,  and  border  crossings, 
bringing  with  them  23.5  million  pieces  of 
baggage.  In  addition,  the  number  of  air¬ 
craft  arriving  from  overseas  increased  by 
approximately  8,000  over  1961.  Many  of 
these  are  large  jet  aircraft  which  make 
it  possible  for  infested  and  infected  plant 
materials  to  reach  this  country  from  any 
part  of  the  world  within  a  few  hours. 
Destructive  foreign  pests  and  diseases 
capable  of  attacking  virtually  every 
major  crop  grown  in  the  United  States 
are  being  intercepted  regularly  at  ports 
of  entry.  In  fiscal  year  1962,  plant  quar¬ 
antine  inspectors  made  a  total  of  33,033 
pest  interceptions — an  average  of  more 
than  90  each  day. 

On  September  6,  1961,  Public  Law  87- 
209  was  approved  authorizing  and  direct¬ 
ing  the  Department  to  initiate  a  national 
cooperative  hog  cholera  eradication  pro¬ 
gram.  The  Secretary  appointed  an  11- 
member  National  Hog  Cholera  Advisory 
Committee  to  assist  in  the  development 
of  a  program,  and  steps  were  undertaken 
by  the  Department  to  develop  plans  and 
procedures  necessary  for  the  eradication 
program.  Developmental  activities  in 
fiscal  year  1962  cost  $96,639.  For  fiscal 
year  1963,  Congress  appropriated  $2  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  program.  The  amount  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill  will  increase  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  nearly  $3  million  for  the  com¬ 
ing  year.  This  is  a  relatively  new  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  Advisory  Committee  should 
be  fully  utilized. 

For  meat  inspection  an  appropriation 
of  $27,638,000  is  recommended  for  the 
coming  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $1,- 
730,850  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $864,000  in  the  budget  request. 
This  increase  will  cover  60  percent  of 
1964  pay  increases  and  will  provide  for  92 
additional  meat  inspectors  to  meet  the 
increased  meat  inspection  workload  made 
necessary  by  the  steady  increase  in  the 
number  of  packing  plants  and  increasing 
dispersion  of  these  plants  throughout  the 
country. 

The  cost  of  this  program  has  increased 
from  $9  million  in  1947  to  $27.6  million 
in  this  bill,  an  increase  of  over  200  per¬ 
cent.  This  inspection  is  of  primary  value 
to  the  consumer.  Although  this  activity 
has  grown  up  under  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service,  the  Department  should 
consider  moving  it  to  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service,  since  it  is  clearly  re¬ 
lated  to  marketing  rather  than  to  re¬ 
search.  This  would  lead  to  closer  coordi¬ 
nation  with  poultry  inspection  and  some 
monetary  savings. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATION 
'  SERVICE 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $40,383,000 
is  provided  for  this  program  for  fiscal 
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year  1964.  The  increase  of  $2,120,050 
over  fiscal  year  1963  includes  $1  million 
to  meet  the  increasing  costs  of  research, 
-  $1  million  to  initiate  a  program  of  grants 
for  forestry  research,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  87-788,  approved  October  10,  1962, 
and  $120,050  to  meet  increased  pay  and 
postal  costs.  No  increase  in  Federal  em¬ 
ployment  is  involved. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico: 
The  committee  recommends  the  full 
budget  request  of  $64,590,000  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase 
of  $1,409,200  over  funds  which  will  be 
expended  for  this  purpose  in  fiscal  year 
1963. 

The  committee  again  recommends 
that  these  funds  be  used  primarily  to 
maintain  competitive  salary  levels  for 
county  agents  and  home  demonstration 
workers  in  order  to  attract  well-trained 
and  highly  qualified  personnel  to  this 
program.  No  increase  in  Federal  per¬ 
sonnel  is  covered  by  this  appropriation. 

Retirement  cost  for  extension  agents: 
The  bill  carried  the  full  budget  estimate 
of  $7,110,000  for  fiscal  year  1964.  The 
increase  of  $345,000  over  fiscal  year  1963 
is  provided  to  cover  the  Federal  share 
of  retirement  costs  for  the  increased 
funds  allowed  under  the  previous  head¬ 
ing  for  salaries  of  State  and  county  per¬ 
sonnel. 

Penalty  mail:  An  appropriation  of 
$3,113,000  is  provided  for  fiscal  year  1964, 
an  increase  of  $311,750  over  fiscal  year 
1963.  This  item  covers  penalty  mail 
costs  of  State  extension  directors  and 
county  extension  workers,  as  authorized 
by  law.  The  increase  is  due  to  the  in¬ 
crease  in  postal  rates  adopted  by  Con¬ 
gress  last  year. 

Federal  Extension  Service: The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  an  appropriation  of 
$2,500,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a 
decrease  of  $97,450  below  the  1963  ap¬ 
propriation,  and  a  decrease  of  $15,000 
in  the  budget  estimate.  The  decrease 
is  due  to  a  small  reduction  in  funds  re¬ 
quested  to  meet  pay  increases  in  fiscal 
year  1964. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  sum  of  $1,195,000  is  provided  for 
fiscal  year  1964,  an  increase  of  $39,100 
over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  decrease  of 
$85,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  in¬ 
crease  allowed  will  finance  approximately 
90  percent  of  the  pay  increase  costs  re¬ 
quired  for  this  organization  in  the  com¬ 
ing  year. 

The  appropriation  for  fiscal  year  1964 
includes  $452,000  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing 
aspects  of  farmer  cooperatives,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946.  In  the  past,  this  research 
has  been  financed  by  advances  from  the 
Agriculture  Marketing  Service  and  the 
Economic  Research  Service.  For  the 
coming  year  these  funds  are  appropriated 
directly  to  this  Service  and  the  funds  for 
the  other  two  agencies  have  been  reduced 
accordingly. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Conservation  operations:  Soil  conser¬ 
vation  assistance  is  being  provided  for  an 
increasing  number  of  soil  conservation 
districts  each  year.  As  of  June  30,  1962, 
2,929  districts  were  in  existence.  This 
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number  will  increase  to  an  estimated 
1952  by  June  30,  1963,  and  an  estimated 
2,982  by  June  30,  1964. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro*, 
priation  of  $97,480,000  for  the  next  fiscal 
year,  an  increase  of  $3,504,500  over  fiscal 
year  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $1,973,000  in 
the  budget  request.  The  net  increase  in¬ 
cludes  $825,000  for  technical  assistance 
to  the  30  new  districts  expected  to  be 
organized  during  the  coming  fiscal  year 
and  $1,072,500  to  increase  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  work  in  existing  districts.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  it  provides  $40,000  to  meet  higher 
postal  costs  approved  last  year  and 
$1,849,000  to  finance  60  percent  of  the 
pay-increase  costs  required  by  this  pro¬ 
gram  next  year.  Offsetting  savings  of 
$282,000  will  be  made  during  the  coming 
year  by  the  installation  of  the  new  data 
processing  operations. 

Watershed  protection:  The  bill  carries 
a  total  of  $63,222,000  for  fiscal  year  1964, 
an  increase  of  $1,845,650  over  fiscal  year 
1963  and  a  decrease  of  $770,000  in  the 
budget  estimate. 

The  amount  recommended  includes  an 
additional  $1  million  to  expand  coopera¬ 
tive  basin  surveys.  This  will  provide  a 
total  of  $3,042,900  for  this  purpose  for 
the  coming  year,  which  will  enable  the 
Department  to  initiate  8  additional  sur¬ 
veys  in  fiscal  year  1964,  to  continue  10 
surveys  initiated  in  fiscal  year  1963  on  a 
full-year  basis,  and  to  continue  6  sur¬ 
veys  initiated  prior  to  fiscal  year  1963. 
Fourteen  of  the  surveys  will  be  carried 
out  in  cooperation  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  10  will  be  in  cooperation 
with  State  water  resource  agencies.  In 
this  connection,  the  committee  feels  that 
additional  efforts  should  be  made  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  to  coordinate 
its  studies  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
other  interested  agencies.  Further  ef¬ 
forts  are  required  to  get  agreement  on 
and  clearly  define  the  areas  of  juris¬ 
diction  of  these  various  agencies,  in  order 
to  prevent  unnecessary  duplication  in 
this  work. 

In  addition  to  the  increase  outlined 
above,  an  additional  $18,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  to  meet  increased  postage  costs, 
an  additional  $415,600  is  proposed  to 
finance  60  percent  of  the  pay  act  in¬ 
creases  required  during  the  coming  year, 
and  $412,050  additional  is  provided  for 
watershed  planning  and  works  of  im¬ 
provement. 

A  total  of  1,702  watershed  applications 
have  been  received  from  the  inception 
of  the  program  through  June  30,  1962. 
Of  these,  no  planning  has  been  initiated 
on  683  which  are  expected  to  be  suitable 
and  qualified  for  assistance.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  an  additional  450  applica¬ 
tions  will  be  received  during  fiscal  years 
1963  and  1964  of  which  250  will  be  ap¬ 
proved  for  planning. 

The  1964  budget  proposes  $5,892,000 
for  small  watershed  investigations  and 
planning,  the  same  amount  as  provided 
for  fiscal  year  1963,  plus  pay  act  in¬ 
creases.  While  no  specific  increase  has 
been  provided  for  this  purpose  in  the  bill 
for  1964,  the  Department  is  expected  to 
transfer  funds  from  watershed  improve¬ 
ment  work  in  whatever  amounts  may  be 
necessary  to  proceed  on  all  applications 
which  are  qualified  and  approved  for 


watershed  planning  during  the  coming 
year. 

The  1964  budget  states  that  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  start  36  new  watershed  projects 
during  the  coming  year.  The  commit¬ 
tee  does  not  feel  that  any  numerical  re¬ 
striction  of  this  type  should  be  placed  on 
watershed  projects.  It  recommends 
that  the  Department  start  new  projects 
to  the  fullest  extent  possible  within  funds 
available. 

Flood  prevention:  An  appropriation  of 
$25,465,000  is  recommended  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $139,150  over  fiscal  year 
1963  and  a  decrease  of  $111,000  in  the 
budget  estimate.  This  decrease  results 
from  the  allowance  of  only  60  percent 
of  the  Pay  Act  increases  required  by  this 
program  next  year. 

The  progress  on  most  of  the  11  major 
watersheds  financed  by  this  appropria¬ 
tion  is  still  far  behind  the  original  sched¬ 
ule  established  in  1944.  At  that  time  it 
was  estimated  that  these  projects  would 
be  completed  in  some  15  years.  Work 
on  the  Buffalo  Creek  watershed  project 
in  New  York  is  now  estimated  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  in  1964.  However,  the  remaining 
10  projects  will  still  require  many  more 
years  to  complete,  even  though  it  is  near¬ 
ly  20  years  since  the  program  was  orig¬ 
inally  established.  Now  that  local  spon¬ 
sors  are  meeting  their  responsibilities  at 
increasing  rates,  the  Department  is  urged 
to  make  every  effort  to  speed  up  the 
completion  of  this  work.  Constantly  in¬ 
creasing  construction  costs  and  salary 
increases,  and  the  need  for  the  flood 
protection  these  projects  will  provide, 
make  it  essential  that  these  projects  be 
completed  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

While  no  increase  in  permanent  per¬ 
sonnel  has  been  provided  for  this  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Department  should  use  its 
authority  to  employ  temporary  person¬ 
nel  to  the  fullest  extent  necessary  to 
speed  up  the  planning  and  installation 
work  on  these  projects. 

Great  Plains  conservation  program: 
The  bill  includes  $12,994,000  for  fiscal 
year  1964,  a  net  increase  of  $640,450  over 
fiscal  year  1964  and  a  decrease  of  $1,- 
646,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  in¬ 
crease  will  provide  an  additional  $586,- 
000  for  some  170  additional  cost-sharing 
assistance  contracts  with  the  additional 
farmers  and  ranchers  who  wish  to.  come 
into  this  program  during  the  coming 
year.  In  addition,  the  increase  provides 
$62,450  for  60  percent  of  the  Pay  Act 
increases  required  by  the  program  next 
year.  These  are  partially  offset  by  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $8,000  due  to  the  new  data 
processing  system.  No  increase  in  per¬ 
sonnel  is  authorized. 

Resources  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment:  This  new  program,  which  was 
authorized  by  section  102  of  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962 — Public  Law 
87-703 — provides  for  technical  assitance 
in  planning  and  carrying  out  land  con¬ 
servation  and  land  utilization  projects  in 
selected  areas.  Although  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  is  responsible  for  ad¬ 
ministering  the  work  of  this  program,  it 
is  carried  on  cooperatively  with  other 
Federal  agencies  and  departments,  State 
and  local  agencies,  and  sponsoring  or¬ 
ganizations.  Other  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  will  share  in  the 


work  of  these  projects  accordance  with 
their  regularly  assigned  functions.  Gov¬ 
erning  bodies  of  soil  conservation  dis- 
ricts,  in  cooperation  with  other  inter¬ 
ested  committees  or  groups,  are  expected 
to  provide  local  project  sponsorship. 
These  projects  will  usually  be  in  areas 
where  acceleration  of  conservation  acti- 
ties  is  required  to  provide  additional 
economic  opportunities  to  the  residents 
of  a  single  district,  or  parts  of  several 
adjoining  districts,  or  other  geographic 
planning  units  within  a  land  resource 
area. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,200,000  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  initiate  this  program  during  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  a  decrease  of  $5,075,- 
000  in  the  budget  request.  The  amount 
provided  includes  $200,000  to  assist  in 
formulating  local  plans  and  programs, 
$500,000  for  technical  assistance  in  in¬ 
stalling  works  of  improvement  on  ap¬ 
proved  projects  in  selected  areas,  and 
$500,000  to  provide  long-term  loans  to 
sponsoring  organizatidns  where  needed 
to  install  conservation  practices  and 
works  of  improvement  on  approved  proj¬ 
ects.  It  is  estimated  that  24  additional 
man-years  of  employment  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  carry  out  this  program  at  the 
level  approved  for  the  next  year. 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

An  appropriation  of  $9,832,000  is  rec¬ 
ommended  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  net 
increase  of  $320,850  over  fiscal  year  1963 
and  a  decrease  of  $469,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  The  increase  includes  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $17,000  to  meet  increased  postal 
costs,  $201,850  to  cover  60  percent  of  the 
Pay  Act  increases  required  for  the  com¬ 
ing  year,  and  $110,000  for  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  10  additional  people  for  research 
on  foreign  trade  expansion  and  problems 
related  to  the  Common  Market.  These 
increases  are  partially  offset  by  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $8,000  due  to  the  new  data  proc¬ 
essing  system. 

Foreign  supply  and  demand  studies  are 
underway  in  19  countries  that  are  impor¬ 
tant  or  potential  export  markets.  Stud¬ 
ies  are  needed  in  additional  countries 
and  further  analysis  is  needed  of  major 
changes  in  the  demand  for  U.S.  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  in  all  of  the  areas  of 
the  world. 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $11,079,000,  a  net  increase  of 
$1,057,150  over  the  1963  appropriation 
and  a  decrease  of  $473,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  The  increase  includes  $75,000 
to  meet  increased  postal  costs,  $150,150 
to  provide  60  percent  of  the  pay  increases 
for  the  coming  year,  $80,000  to  reimburse 
Post  Office  Department  for  handling  of 
rural  mail  surveys  previously  handled  on 
a  nonreimbursable  basis,  and  $760,000  to 
continue  the  long-range  program  for  im¬ 
provement  of  the  crop  and  livestock  esti¬ 
mates.  These  are  partially  offset  by  a 
decrease  of  $8,000  due  to  the  new  data 
processing  system. 

The  increase  of  $760,000  is  the  fourth 
increment  of  the  long-range  improve¬ 
ment  program  started  in  fiscal  year  1961. 
It  will  be  used  to  place  the  11  Western 
States,  currently  on  a  pilot  basis,  on  a 
full  operating  basis,  which  will  provide  a 
full  program  of  enumerative  surveys  in 
35  States  and  will  permit  placing  12 
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Northeastern  States  and  Florida  on  a 
pilot  basis.  This  will  give  coverage  for 
the  first  time  in  the  48  continental 
States. 

ARGICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Marketing  services:  The  bill  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year  includes  $37,061,000 
for  this  purpose,  a  net  increase  of  $1,- 
026,505  over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $834,325  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  The  increase  includes  $160,000 
for  additional  postage  costs,  $733,205  to 
finance  60  percent  of  the  pay  act  in¬ 
creases  for  the  coming  year,  and  $250,- 
000  to  provide  32  additional  poultry  in¬ 
spectors.  These  increases  are  partially 
offset  by  a  reduction  of  $116,700  due  to 
savings  resulting  from  the  new  data 
processing  system. 

Poultry  production  has  increased 
steadily  in  recent  years  and  the  number 
of  plants  and  evisceration  lines  has  re¬ 
flected  this  growth.  The  number  of 
poultry  processing  plants  requiring  in¬ 
spection  has  increased  from  480  in  1959 
to  an  estimated  1,086  in  fiscal  year  1964. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the 
committee,  a  separate  unit  should  be 
established  from  present  funds  for  the 
administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act.  Also,  Department  regulations 
for  this  program  should  be  modified  and 
revised,  recognizing  essential  differences 
in  areas,  as  suggested  in  previous  reports 
of  this  committee.  Further,  the  officials 
of  this  program  should  immediately  dis¬ 
continue  the  practice  of  publicizing  any 
claim  or  charge  against  any  individual 
or  stockyard  company  for  violation  of 
regulations  where  no  formal  hearings 
have  been  held  or  penalties  invoked. 
Hearings  or  penalties  should  be  for  ac¬ 
tions  in  violation  of  regulations  and  not 
for  agreements  which  may  have  been 
forced  in  the  first  instance. 

The  committee  also  feels  that  free  dis¬ 
tribution  of  any  commodity  through  any 
food  donation  program  should  be  held 
to  such  level  as  will  not  interfere  with 
normal  commercial  sales  or  destroy  the 
public  demand  for  the  product  through 
commercial  channels.  Recent  free  dis¬ 
tribution  of  peanut  butter  through  food 
donation  channels  appears  to  seriously 
threaten  normal  commercial  retail  sales 
of  this  product,  according  to  witnesses 
before  the  committee.  The  committee 
does  not  mean,  however,  to  let  these  in¬ 
dustries  run  the  Department’s  business. 
It  merely  feels  that  they  should  have  the 
ear  of  the  Department  in  working  out 
satisfactory  solutions. 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions: 
Federal  payments,  authorized  by  section 
204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946,  are  made  under  coopera¬ 
tive  agreements  between  the  U.S.  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  State  depart¬ 
ments  of  agriculture,  bureau  of  markets, 
and  similar  State  agencies  for  the  con¬ 
duct  of  eligible  marketing  service  activi¬ 
ties  on  a  matching  fund  basis.  The 
States  contribute  at  least  half  of  the 
cost  and  perform  the  work  with  State 
personnel. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,425,000 
is  recommended  for  the  fiscal  year  1964. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  was  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  previous  fiscal  year. 


No  increase  in  Federal  personnel  is  in¬ 
volved  in  this  appropriation. 

Special  milk  program:  The  special 
milk  program  is  aimed  primarily  at  in¬ 
creasing  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk 
by  children.  Nonprofit  schools  of  high 
school  grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit 
summer  camps  and  child-care  institu¬ 
tions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of 
children,  are  eligible  to  participate  in 
the  program.  From  its  inception  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1955  through  fiscal  year  1962, 
the  program  was  financed  through  ad¬ 
vances  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  The  Agriculture  Act  of  1961 — 
Public  Law  87-128 — approved  August  8, 
1961,  changed  financing  to  a  direct  ap¬ 
propriation  beginning  June  1,  1962,  and 
extended  the  authorization  through 
June  30,  1967. 

An  appropriation,  of  $100  million  is 
proposed  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  amount  expended  for 
fiiscal  year  1963  and  a  reduction  of  $2 
million  in  the  budget  estimate. 

In  1962,  milk  consumption  under  the 
program,  2.6  billion  half  pints,  was 
nearly  six  times  the  quantity  consumed 
in  1955.  The  volume  amounted  to  more 
than  2V2  percent  of  the  total  nonfarm 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  in  the  United 
States.  This  was  in  addition  to  the  2.4 
billion  half  pints  used  in  the  school 
lunch  type  A  meals. 

School  lunch  program:  The  commit¬ 
tee  proposes  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$137  million,  plus  the  transfer  of  $45 
million  from  section  32  funds  for  the 
purchase  of  meats  and  other  foods  need¬ 
ed  to  provide  balanced  sphool  lunches. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $12  million  over 
the  appropriation  approved  for  fiscal 
year  1963.  No  increase  in  employment 
is  authorized. 

For  a  number  of  years  the  committee 
has  felt  that  funds  for  this  program 
should  increase  as  the  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  served  increases.  To  that  end  the 
committee  this  year  has  set  the  figure 
at  a  fixed  reimbursement  rate  for  the 
number  of  meals  expected  to  be  served 
next  year.  The  appropriation  provided 
in  this  bill  has  been  computed  on  such 
a  basis  for  the  first  time,  and  should 
continue  on  such  basis  hereafter. 

In  fiscal  year  1962  a  total  of  2.4  bil¬ 
lion  school  lunches  were  served.  This 
increased  to  nearly  2.6  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1963  and  is  expected  to  increase 
to  at  least  2.7  billion  during  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  At  an  average  reimburse¬ 
ment  rate  of  5  cents  per  meal  for  the 
coming  year,  an  appropriation  of  $135 
million  will  be  required.  In  addition, 
$2  million  is  provided  for  the  regular 
administrative  expenses  of  the  program. 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities — (section  32) :  Section  32  funds 
are  used  to  encourage  exportation  and 
domestic  consumption  of  agricultural 
products  and  to  stabilize  market  prices 
either  through  announcements  that  the 
Department  stands  ready  to  enter  the 
market,  or  by  actual  participation  in  the 
market.  Generally,  surpluses  are  re¬ 
moved  from  the  market  through  pur¬ 
chases,  which  are  then  donated  to 
schools,  institutions,  and  needy  persons. 

Language  is  included  in  the  bill  this 
year  for  the  first  time  to  control  the  use 


of  section  32  funds  for  purposes  other 
than  operation  of  the  commodity  pro¬ 
grams  authorized  by  basic  law  and  for 
which  the  fund  was  originally  provided. 

The  committee  has  also  included  lan¬ 
guage  to  permit  the  use  of  up  to  $25  mil¬ 
lion  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  increase  domestic  consumption 
of  any  basic  farm  commodity  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in 
surplus  supply.  The  use  of  these  funds 
for  this  purpose  appears  fully  justified, 
since  they  come  from  import  duties  and 
the  problems  facing  many  of  our  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  at  present  are  due 
to  the  failure  to  use  the  provisions  of 
section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  to  limit  the  importation  of 
such  products. 

This  action  should  be  a  real  saving  to 
the  taxpayer  as  a  result  of  increased  do¬ 
mestic  consumption  and  decreased  costs. 
For  example,  an  increased  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  of  1  million  bales  of  cotton 
alone  could  save  the  taxpayers  some  $30 
million  or  more  per  year.  Similar  sav¬ 
ings  for  wheat,  soybeans,  and  other  large 
crops  can  also  be  made  through  the  use 
of  this  authority. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  an  appropriation  of 
$18,505,000,  a  net  increase  of  $1,369,730 
over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  decrease  of 
$534,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  Based 
on  the  total  funds  available  to  this  serv¬ 
ice  for  fiscal  year  1963,  including  $3,994,- 
000  for  the  special  foreign  currency  pro¬ 
gram,  this  is  a  net  reduction  of  $2,- 
624,270. 

The  increase  recommended  includes 
$239,730  to  finance  60  percent  of  the  pay 
increases  for  the  coming  year,  $150,000 
for  3  additional  marketing  specialists  and 
10  other  personnel  engaged  in  market  de¬ 
velopment  and  trade  expansion  work, 
and  $1  million  for  market  development 
projects  under  cooperative  agreements 
with  U.S.  agricultural  producers  and 
trade  groups.  These  are  offset  by  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $20,000  resulting  from  the  new 
data  processing  operation. 

The  $1  million  for  market  develop¬ 
ment  was  provided  by  transfer  from  the 
foreign  currency  program  in  fiscal  year 
1963.  Since  no  funds  are  being  provided 
for  the  foreign  currency  program  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  the  $1  million  has 
been  included  as  a  direct  appropriation 
under  this  heading  for  the  coming  year. 

The  domestic  demand  for  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  is  expected  to  expand  around  1 V2 
percent  in  the  present  year,  mainly  as  a 
result  of  population  growth.  Export 
markets  for  farm  products  are  now  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  somewhat  below  the  high 
level  of  $5.1  billion  attained  in  1961-62. 
One  of  the  important  factors  in  this  ex¬ 
pected  reduction  is  the  imposition  of 
levies  by  the  Common  Market  coun¬ 
tries  which  became  effective  on  July  30 
of  last  year.  Total  U.S.  agricultural  ex¬ 
ports  to  Common  Market  countries  were 
13  percent  lower  during  the  months  of 
August-November  1962,  than  a  year 
earlier.  Exports  of  wheat  flour  were  re¬ 
duced  65  percent  and  those  of  poultry 
products  dropped  40  percent. 

The  additional  funds  and  personnel 
authorized  in  this  appropriation  are  to 
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be  used  for  increased  market  develop¬ 
ment  work  abroad  in  an  effort  to  retain 
and  expand  dollar  markets  for  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  bill  carries  an  appropriation  of 
$1,093,000,  an  increase  of  $32,050  over  fis¬ 
cal  year  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $2,000 
in  the  budget  estimate.  The  entire  in¬ 
crease  is  provided  to  cover  pay  act  costs 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service:  An  appro¬ 
priation  of  $105,737,000  is  included  in  the 
bill  for  fiscal  year  1964,  an  increase  of 
$10,314,000  over  fiscal  year  1963,  and  a 
decrease  of  $9,207,000  in  the  budget 
estimate. 

The  increase  includes  $4,830,000  to 
cover  1963  Pay  Act  costs  financed  by 
transfer  of  funds  and  60  percent  of  the 
pay  act  increases  required  for  the  com¬ 
ing  year.  In  addition,  it  includes  $195,- 
000  to  meet  increased  postage  costs,  $5 
million  for  performance  checking  on  the 
feed  grain  and  wheat  stabilization  pro¬ 
grams,  and  $500,000  for  administration 
of  the  land  use  adjustment  program  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  101  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  These  increases 
are  partially  offset  by  a  reduction  of 
$211,000  due  to  savings  from  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  new  data  processing  system. 

The  increase  will  provide  funds  to  com¬ 
plete  measurement  of  acreage  diverted 
under  the  1963  feed  grain  and  wheat 
programs  and  will  permit  a  second  check 
on  participating  farms  to  determine  ulti¬ 
mate  use  made  of  diverted  acreage.  This 
increase  will  also  provide  funds  for 
acreage  measurement  in  1964  for  wheat 
farmers  who  elect  to  plant  within  their 
allotments  and  qualify  for  price  support, 
and  other  measurements  as  required  by 
present  law.  No  funds  are  included  for 
administering  the  1964  feed  grain  pro¬ 
gram. 

Section  101,  title  I,  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1962,  provides  for  a  land  use 
adjustment  program  under  which  pay¬ 
ments  are  to  be  made  to  producers  for 
making  changes  in  land  uses  and  crop¬ 
ping  systems  and  for  conserving  and  de¬ 
veloping  soil,  water,  forests,  wildlife,  and 
recreational  resources.  With  the  $500,- 
000  included  in  this  bill  for  administra¬ 
tive  purposes  it  is  proposed  to  extend  the 
pilot  program  initiated  in  1963  to  other 
areas  of  the  country  first,  to  cover  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  land  released  from  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve;  and  second,  to  extend 
conservation  practices  to  other  land. 

It  has, come  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee  that  county  and  community 
committeemen  are  being  required  to  sign 
statements  that  they  will  support  the 
programs  and  policies  they  will  adminis¬ 
ter.  In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  this  require¬ 
ment  is  unwarranted  and  is  not  author¬ 
ized.  It  has  subjected  the  activities  of 
the  Department  to  severe  partisan  criti¬ 
cism.  The  Secretary  should  discontinue 
this  requirement. 

The  use  of  any  funds  provided  in  this 
appropriation  bill  in  an  effort  to  influ¬ 
ence  the  vote  of  any  participant  in  any 
referendum  on  any  proposed  farm  pro¬ 


gram  or  pending  agricultural  legislation 
is  not  within  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
and  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee 
would  be  completely  unauthorized. 

Some  years  ago.  Congress  adopted  leg¬ 
islation  to  assure  proper  security  meas¬ 
ures  for  the  handling  of  crop  and  live¬ 
stock  estimates  as  the  result  of  instances 
of  premature  release  of  information 
which  caused  considerable  damage  to 
those  engaged  in  producing  and  han¬ 
dling  agriculture  commodities.  Appar¬ 
ently  the  rules  and  regulations  and  se¬ 
curity  measures  adopted  under  this  law 
are  working  satisfactorily.  No  further 
criticisms  or  complaints  have  come  to 
this  committee’s  attention. 

In  view  of  the  large  volume  of  com¬ 
modities  and  large  amounts  of  funds  in¬ 
volved  in  the  transactions  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation — a  $14.5  bil¬ 
lion  corporation — and  in  view  of  their 
impact  on  commercial  markets,  it  is  the 
feeling  of  the  committee  that  protections 
somewhat  similar  to  those  for  crop  and 
livestock  estimates  should  be  established 
for  the  handling  of  the  affairs  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  recommended  that  full  and 
complete  minutes  be  recorded  of  all 
meetings  of  the  Corporation  and  that 
security  measures  be  instituted  relative 
to  actions  and  decisions  on  price  support 
levels,  purchase  programs,  announce¬ 
ments  of  proposed  sales  programs,  and 
other  significant  factors.  Also,  it  is  rec¬ 
ommended  that  significant  actions  and 
decisions  affecting  the  conduct  of  the 
business  of  this  Corporation  be  based  on 
written  legal  opinions  obtained  from  the 
General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Sugar  Act  program:  Payments  are 
made  to  domestic  producers  of  sugarbeet 
and  sugarcane  who  comply  with  certain 
special  requirements.  To  finance  these 
payments,  a  tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred 
pounds  is  imposed  on  all  beet  and  cane 
sugar  processed  in  or  imported  into  the 
United  States  for  direct  consumption. 
During  the  period  1938-62,  collections  of 
$1.9  billion  from  excise  taxes  and  import 
taxes  have  exceeded  payments  by  $465.5 
million.  Estimated  collections  through 
fiscal  year  1964  of  $2.3  billion  will  exceed 
estimated  payments  by  $667  million. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $78  million  for  the  next  year, 
an  increase  of  $350,000  over  1963  and  a 
decrease  of  $2  million  in  the  budget 
estimate. 

Total  sugar  production  from  1963 
crops  is  estimated  at  6,275,000  tons,  an 
increase  of  304,000  tons  over  production 
from  1962  crops.  Of  this  increase, 
250,000  tons  is  expected  from  the  beet 
area,  50,000  tons  from  Hawaii,  and  4,000 
tons  from  the  Virgin  Islands.  The  in¬ 
crease  of  $350,000  is  provided  to  partially 
meet  this  increased  production.  If  esti¬ 
mated  production  increases  are  fully 
realized,  some  additional  funds  may  be 
needed  at  a  later  date. 

Agriculture  conservation  program:  An 
appropriation  of  $215  million  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  fiscal  year  1964  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  earned  under  the  program 
authorized  in  the  1963  appropriation  bill. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $2,100,000  over 
funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1962, 


due  to  greater  participation  In  the  1963 
program.  It  is  a  reduction  of  $5  million 
in  the  budget  estimate.  Amounts  due 
under  this  program  are  legal  commit¬ 
ments  and  funds  must  be  provided  to 
pay  all  contracts  entered  into. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  1964 
program  authorization  contained  in  this 
bill  to  the  regular  $250  million  operating 
level.  In  7  of  the  past  10  years,  Con¬ 
gress  has  been  called  upon  to  restore 
budget  cuts  recommended  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  authorization. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee,  the  funds  ex¬ 
pended  through  this  program  return  to 
the  Nation  the  greatest  possible  conser¬ 
vation  benefits.  Further,  this  program 
provides  the  best  possible  means  of 
meeting  local  conservation  needs  in  all 
areas  of  the  country.  It  is  far  more 
effective  than  many  other  approaches 
adopted  in  recent  years. 

Conservation  practices  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  are  developed  initially  at  the  local 
level  by  ASC  State  and  county  commit¬ 
tees,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and 
the  Federal  Forest  Service.  Represen¬ 
tatives  of  the  land-grant  colloges,  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  State 
conservation  committees,  and  other  State 
and  Federal  agricultural  agencies  also 
participate  in  these  determinations. 

The  recommendations  of  these  groups 
are  used  as  the  basis  to  formulate  joint 
recommendations  to  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
in  Washington.  From  these  recommen¬ 
dations,  the  various  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  in  Washington  develop  and 
recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  a  national  program.  State  and  local 
people  then  develop  their  local  programs 
within  the  structure  of  the  national  pro¬ 
gram  approved  by  the  Secretary.  No 
practices  are  adopted  and  put  into  effect 
in  any  State  or  county  unless  approved 
by  the  local  conservation  groups. 

Through  the  years  this  program  has 
been  the  principal  stimulus  to  farmers 
and  ranchers  to  apply  neded  conserva¬ 
tion  measures.  It  has  stimulated  twice 
as  much  conservation  as  the  amount  of 
Federal  funds  provided,  since  the  farmer 
puts  up  about  half  the  cost  of  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  installed,  plus  his  labor. 
The  program  has  over  1  million  par¬ 
ticipants  each  year,  which  is  nearly  25 
percent  of  all  farming  units  in  the  United 
States.  In  1962,  there  were  approxi¬ 
mately  1.2  million  participants. 

Since  1936,  conservation  measures  per¬ 
formed  under  this  program  have  made  a 
major  contribution  to  the  total  soil  and 
water  conservation  effort  of  the  Nation. 
Over  1.7  million  dams  and  reservoirs 
have  been  constructed,  some  26  million 
acres  of  the  land  have  been  terraced, 
over  111  million  acres  have  been  pro¬ 
tected  by  stripcropping,  about  41  million 
acres  have  been  placed  under  proper 
drainage  practices,  over  44  million  acres 
of  range  or  pasture  and  770  million  acres 
of  other  lands  have  been  placed  under 
vegetative  cover. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  An 
appropriation  of  $294  million  is  proposed 
for  fiscal  year  1964  to  pay  off  obligations 
incurred  under  the  conservation  reserve 
contracts  still  in  effect.  This  is  a  de- 
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crease  of  $10  million  below  the  funds 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1963. 

Approximately  19,000  contracts  cover¬ 
ing  1.3  million  acres  expired  as  of  last 
December.  Additional  contracts  will  ex¬ 
pire  at  the  end  of  1963  and  each  year 
thereafter.  Some  of  the  10-year  con¬ 
tracts  entered  into  in  1960  will  continue 
through  fiscal  year  1970.  A  few  of  these 
contracts  for  planting  of  tree  seedlings, 
which  were  extended  2  years  beyond  1960 
due  to  the  unavailability  of  tree  seed¬ 
lings,  will  extend  through  fiscal  year 
1972. 

Land-use  adjustment  program:  Title 
I  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962  includes  authority  for  the  Secretary 
to  carry  out  long-range  conservation 
plans  with  individual  farms  and  ranch¬ 
ers  through  agreements  extending  up  to 
10  years.  In  additions,  for  calender  year 

1963,  the  act  authorizes  assistance  with 
respect  to  land  covered  by  conservation 
reserve  contracts  which  expired  last 
December. 

Pilot  projects  will  be  initiated  in  rep¬ 
resentative  areas  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try  to  determine  how  land  not  needed  for 
crop  production  can  best  be  used  for 
conserving  and  developing  soil,  water, 
forests,  wildlife,  and  recreational  re¬ 
sources.  It  is  expected  that  an  adjust¬ 
ment  payment  will  be  required  to  com¬ 
pensate  the  landholder  for  the  adjust¬ 
ment  made  and  also  share  payments  to 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  trees, 
grass,  or  recreational  facilities. 

During  fiscal  year  1963,  agreements 
have  been  entered  into  under  this  pilot 
program  totaling  $2,050,437.  Further, 
agreements  have  been  signed  to  continue 
conservation  on  over  700,000  acres  of  the 
1.3  million  acres  removed  from  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  last  Decem¬ 
ber.,  It  is  expected  that  rental  obliga¬ 
tions  and  cost  sharing  on  these  acres  will 
total  around  $7  million. 

An  appropriation  of  $2  million  was 
provided  in  the  Supplemental  Appropri¬ 
ation  Act  for  1963 — Public  Law  88-25 — 
to  meet  fiscal  year  1963  costs  under  these 
agreements.  The  bill  for  1964  includes  a 
recommended  appropriation  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion  to  meet  the  costs  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $9  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  budget  estimate.  Approxi¬ 
mately  $6  million  will  be  required  to 
meet  obligations  under  the  agreements 
on  the  former  conservation  reserve  land. 
The  balance  is  provided  to  meet  1964 
practice  payments  under  1963  pilot  proj¬ 
ect  agreements  and  to  make  adjustment 
and  practice  payments  under  agree¬ 
ments  to  be  entered  into  during  fiscal 

1964. 

OFFICE  OF  RURAL  AREAS  DEVELOPMENT 

Rural  areas  development  program  ac¬ 
tivities  are  carried  out  by  the  Office  of 
Rural  Areas  Development  which  was  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  Memorandum  No.  1448  of  June  16, 
1961.  The  responsibilities  of  the  Office 
are  to,  first,  provide  leadership  and 
initiative  in  the  formulation  of  plans  for 
carrying  out  rural  development  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  sec¬ 
ond,  coordinate  and  expedite  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  resources  of  Department  agen¬ 
cies  in  assisting  State,  local,  private, 
community,  and  farm  organizations  and 
individuals  working  for  the  improvement 


of  economic  conditions  in  rural  areas; 
third,  maintain  liaison  with  appropriate 
departments  and  agencies  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  and  with  officials  of  public 
and  private  organizations  to  assure  co¬ 
ordinated  effort  in  utilization  of  avail¬ 
able  resources  in  support  of  the  rural 
areas  development  program.  The  Office 
also  coordinates  work  conducted  by 
USDA  agencies  under  the  Area  Redevel¬ 
opment  Act  and  the  accelerated  public 
works  program,  acts  as  liaison  between 
USDA  agencies  and  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies.  It  also  advises  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  in  establishing  projects  under 
these  programs. 

On  February  28,  1963,  employment  in 
the  Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development 
consisted  of  24  employees,  all  of  whom 
were  in  Washington.  This  includes  em¬ 
ployees  paid  from  funds  transferred 
from  the  Area  Redevelopment  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Department  of  Commerce. 

For  the  coming-  fiscal  year  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $120,000  is  recommended,  an 
increase  of  $32,150  over  funds  available 
for  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  reduction  of 
$14,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  in¬ 
crease  includes  $3,220  to  meet  pay  in¬ 
creases  during  the  coming  year,  plus 
funds  to  employ  two  additional  persons 
to  strengthen  the  coordination  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Department’s  rural 
areas  development  program. 

The  rural  areas  development  program 
is  .expanding  rapidly  throughout  the 
Federal  Government.  Additional  coordi¬ 
nation  and  direction  of  this  program 
must  be  provided  if  it  is  to  meet  its 
objectives.  The  additional  funds  are 
provided  on  the  assumption  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  use  this  Of¬ 
fice  to  provide  the  necessary  coordination 
and  direction.  A  large  number  of  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Department  are  engaged  in 
.this  program  and  their  work  must  be 
fully  integrated.  Also  the  work  of  the 
Department  must  be  fully  coordinated 
with  the  Area  Redevelopment  Adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  other  Federal  agencies  working  on 
redevelopment,  if  the  rural  areas  are  to 
realize  the  benefits  of' such  a  program. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

The  committee  recommends  $3,953,000 
for  the  next  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of 
$98,400  over  1963  and  a  decrease  of 
$34,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  in¬ 
crease  will  cover  approximately  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  pay  act  increases  needed  by 
this  Office  for  the  coming  year. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,684,000 
is  recommended  for  fiscal  year  1964,  an 
increase  of  $21,780  over  funds  provided 
for  the  previous  year.  The  additional 
funds  recommended  are  needed  to  meet 
increased  postage  costs  and  to  finance  80 
percent  of  the  pay  act  increases  needed 
for  the  coming  year. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 

For  salaries  and  expenses,  the  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  $1,420,000  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $234,680 
over  fiscal  year  1963  and  a  reduction  of 
$275,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  in¬ 
crease  will  cover  approximately  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  pay  act  increases  required 
during  the  coming  year  and  will  provide 
20  additional  man-years  of  employment 
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to  meet  the  expanding  demands  upon  the 
Library. 

Research  personnel  of  the  Department 
continue  to  make  additional  demands  on 
the  library  for  more  adequate  library 
aid.  As  the  research  programs  increase, 
expansion  in  library  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  becomes  essential.  To  assure  maxi¬ 
mum  results  from  the  research  dollars 
invested  each  year,  it  is  essential  that  the 
additional  library  facilities  and  research 
information  be  available  to  the  research 
technicians. 

The  committee  has  also  included  an 
appropriation  of  $450,000  for  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  plans,  specifications  and  draw¬ 
ings  for  a  new  library.  More  than  20 
years’  ago  the  inadequacy  of  the  present 
library  quarters  was  recognized.  Today 
the  problems  are  so  severe  that  service  is 
greatly  impaired  and  publications  cannot 
be  properly  preserved.  Many  publica¬ 
tions  necessary  for  scientific  research  are 
not  being  purchased  because  of  lack  of 
space  and  staff  to  store  and  maintain 
them. 

It  is  contemplated  that  new  library 
facilities  providing  about  240,000  gross 
square  feet  of  usable  space  will  be  needed 
to  provide  adequate  and  efficient  ar¬ 
rangements.  Based  on  comparable  con¬ 
struction  costs,  it  is  estimated  that  ade¬ 
quate  facilities  can  be  constructed  for 
between  $6  and  $7  million. 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

For  the  coming  year  the  committee 
recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,735,- 
000,  an  increase  of  $338,000  over  fiscal 
year  1963  and  a  decrease  of  $240,000  in 
the  budget  estimate.  The  increase  in¬ 
cludes  $113,000  to  meet  80  percent  of  the 
Pay  Act  increases  for  next  year,  plus 
$225,000  for  the  new  auditing,  inspection, 
and  investigation  activities. 

This  latter  amount  was  provided  by 
transfer  from  the  various  agencies  of 
the  Department  during  fiscal  year  1963. 
For  the  coming  year  it  is  proposed  to 
finance  this  work  by  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  under  this  heading.  The  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  other  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  have  been  adjusted  accordingly. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Loan  authorization:  For  electrification 
loans  during  fiscal  year  1964,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  the  budget  estimate 
of  $425  million,  an  increase  of  $25  million 
over  1963.  For  the  telephone  loan  pro¬ 
gram  the  committee  recommends  the 
budget  estimate  of  $70  million,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $10  million  below  1963.  Of  the 
amount  provided  for  the  electrification 
program,  $150  million  has  been  placed  in 
a  contingency  reserve,  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  followed  for  a  number 
of  years. 

The  committee  wishes  to  again  point 
out  that  these  amounts  are  not  consid¬ 
ered  as  regular  appropriations,  since 
they  are  merely  limitations  on  the 
amount  of  funds  which  the  REA  may 
lend  during  the  fiscal  year  from  amounts 
borrowed  from  the  Treasury  and  funds 
are  not  actually  drawn  from  the  Treas¬ 
ury  until  loans  are  approved  and  ad¬ 
vance  payments  are  made.  Further,  the 
amounts  advanced  are  eventually  repaid 
in  full  with  interest. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  An  appropri¬ 
ation  of  $11,162,000  is  recommended  for 
the  coming  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of 
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$719,800  over  1963  and  a  decrease  of 
$182,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

The  increase  will  provide  $431,800  to 
cover  80  percent  of  the  Pay  Act  increases 
for  the  coming  year,  plus  $300,000  for 
the  employment  of  15  additional  employ¬ 
ees  to  implement  the  surveys,  audits,  and 
supervision  necessary  to  carry  out  rec¬ 
ommendations  contained  in  the  earlier 
discussions  of  REA  loans.  These  in¬ 
creases  are  partially  offset  by  a  reduction 
of  $12,000  due  to  savings  resulting  from 
the  centralized  data  processing  opera¬ 
tion. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Direct  loan  account:  Pursuant  to  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961,  a  direct  loan  account 
was  established  in  fiscal  year  1962.  Col¬ 
lections  of  principal  and  interest  on 
loans  outstanding  are  deposited  in  the 
direct  loan  account  and  are  available  for 
principal  and  interest  payments  on  bor¬ 
rowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  and  for  making  additional  loans  for 
first,  farmownership;  second,  soil  and 
water  conservation;  and  third,  operating 
purposes.  Such  loans  may  be  made  only 
in  such  amounts  as  may  be  authorized 
in  annual  appropriation  acts. 

As  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1963,  it  is 
estimated  that  this  new  account  will  have 
a  balance  on  hand  of  $167,063,969.  It  is 
further  estimated  that  collections  during 
next  year  will  total  $303,084,000,  which 
will  provide  total  funds  available  for 
fiscal  year  1964  of  $470,147,969  in  the 
revolving  fund. 

The  bill  includes  authority  to  use  up 
to  $360  million  of  this  total  for  loans 
during  the  coming  fiscal  year,  $60  mil¬ 
lion  for  real  estate  loans  and  $300  million 
for  operating  loans.  These  represent  in¬ 
creases  of  $10  million  over  fiscal  year 
1963  for  each  category  of  loan.  Of  the 
amount  provided  for  operating  loans,  $50 
million  has  been  placed  in  a  contingency 
reserve,  to  be  used  only  to  the  extent  that 
it  becomes  necessary  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  program  during  the  year. 

Rural  renewal:  The  rural  renewal  pro¬ 
gram  was  authorized  by  section  102  of 
the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962. 
The  program  provides  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  locally  initiated  and  sponsored 
demonstration  projects.  Loans  will  be 
made  to  local  public  agencies  or  groups 
for  rural  renewal  development  projects 
specifically  related  to  conservation  and 
land  utilization.  To  be  eligible  for  desig¬ 
nation  as  a  rural  renewal  area,  the  lo¬ 
cality  must  be  one  of  chronic  underem¬ 
ployment  on  farms  and  unemployment 
in  the  surrounding  communities  and 
where  agriculture  or  forestry  contributes 
substantially  to  the  economy. 

The  committee  recommends  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $1  million  to  initiate  this 
program  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  is  a  reduction  of  $1,350,000  in  the 
budget  estimate.  The  increase  will  pro¬ 
vide  funds  for  approximately  20  addi¬ 
tional  people  to  provide  the  technical 
assistance.  The  balance  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  to  local  public  agencies 
and  other  sponsoring  groups. 

Rural  housing  for  the  elderly  revolv¬ 
ing  fund:  This  program  was  authorized 
by  the  Senior  Citizens  Housing  Act  of 
1962,  approved  September  28,  1962.  The 
act  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  not 


to  exceed  $50  million  for  a  revolving 
fund  to  finance  the  program.  It  also 
authorizes  loans  from  the  revolving  fund 
to  private  nonprofit  corporations  and 
consumer  cooperatives  to  provide  modest 
rental  housing  and  related  facilities  for 
elderly  persons — age  62  or  over — of  low 
or  moderate  income  in  rural  areas. 
These  are  direct  loans,  repayable  in  not 
more  than  50  years.  The  interest  is  com¬ 
parable  to  housing  loans  for  the  elderly 
in  urban  areas,  which  is  currently  run¬ 
ning  3l/z  percent. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year  the  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2 
million  for  this  program,  a  decrease  of 
$3  million  in  the  budget  estimate.  An 
appropriation  of  $1  million  is  included  in 
the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1963  (H.R.  5517).,  to  get  this  program  un¬ 
derway.  However,  most  of  this  amount 
will  carry  forward  into  the  next  fiscal 
year,  which  will  provide  nearly  $3  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  purpose  in  the  coming  year. 

Salaries  and  expenses:  The  bill  in¬ 
cludes  a  total  of  $39,417,000  for  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  of  this  agency.  Of 
this  amount  $38,367,000  is  provided  by 
direct  appropriation  and  $1,050,000  is 
provided  as  a  transfer  from  the  agricul¬ 
tural  credit  insurance  fund.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $2,588,100  over  fiscal  year 
1963  and  a  reduction  of  $1  million  in  the 
budget  estimate.  The  increase  includes 
$850,100  to  finance  60  percent  of  the  pay 
act  increases  for  the  coming  year,  plus 
$1,835,000  to  employ  200  additional  em¬ 
ployees  to  meet  the  heavy  workload  of 
this  agency.  These  are  partially  offset  by 
a  reduction  of  $97,000  due  to  the  data 
processing  system. 

The  workload  of  this  agency  has  more 
than  doubled  in  the  past  several  years. 
The  total  volume  of  lending  operations 
has  grown  from  $309  million  in  fiscal 
year  1960  to  over  $800  million  in  fiscal 
year  1963.  The  number  of  farm-owner¬ 
ship  loans  have  increased  from  2,502  in 
1960  to  10,943  in  1962.  Soil  and  water 
conservation  loans  are  50  percent  greater 
in  1963  than  in  1962.  During  the  first 
half  of  fiscal  year  1960,  2,795  rural  hous¬ 
ing  loans  were  processed ;  during  the  first 
half  of  fiscal  year  1963,  12,720  rural 
housing  loans  were  approved.  Increased 
farm  operating  costs  and  larger  farms 
continue  to  increase  the  demand  for  op¬ 
erating  loans. 

Also,  various  new  programs  have  been 
added  to  the  responsibilities  of  this 
agency  during  the  past  few  years,  in¬ 
cluding  the  rural  renewal  program  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  1962  Agricultural  Act, 
rural  housing  for  the  elderly  authorized 
by  the  Senior  Citizens  Housing  Act  of 
1962,  farm  labor  housing  and  rural 
housing  repair  and  improvement  grants. 
In  addition,  this  agency  handles  the 
loans  to  local  sponsoring  organizations 
under  the  watershed  protection  and 
flood  prevention  programs. 

Despite  these  heavy  increases  in  vol¬ 
ume  of  work,  the  personnel  strength  of 
the  agency  has  remained  about  the  same 
since  1955.  Additional  funds  are  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  coming  year,  therefore,  to 
strengthen  county  and  State  office  staffs 
in  the  most  critical  areas  to  handle  this 
extra  workload  and  protect  the  taxpay¬ 
ers'  investment. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
should  give  special  attention  to  the  train¬ 


ing  of  new  employees.  In  order  to  con¬ 
duct  the  most  efficient  and  effective  pro¬ 
grams  with  a  minimum  of  personnel,  it 
is  essential  that  all  FHA  employees  be 
well  trained  and  fully  informed  on  all 
rural  credit  problems. 

In  addition,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  that  wherever  possible  the  agency 
employ  temporary  personnel  to  meet 
temporary  or  special  problems,  rather 
than  to  increase  the  number  of  perma¬ 
nent  civil  service  personnel.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  the  committee  has  included 
language  in  the  bill  to  permit  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  up  to  $500,000  from  the  various 
program  administered  by  this  agency  for 
temporary  employment  to  meet  unusual 
peakload  conditions. 

With  regard  to  the  rural  housing  pro¬ 
gram,  the  committee  is  proud  of  the 
record  made  by  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration.  At  the  insistence  of  this 
committee,  this  program  was  changed 
from  a  farm  housing  to  a  rural  housing 
program  to  meet  the  needs  of  far  more 
people.  This  has  meant  a  great  deal  to 
rural  people  in  small  towns  who  were  not 
previously  eligible  for  housing  loans 
under  either  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  or  the  Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration.  It  has  come  to  the  committee’s 
attention  in  connection  with  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  program,  however,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  uniformity  in  require¬ 
ments  as  to  the  amount  of  land  required 
for  such  housing  units.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended,  therefore,  that  standards  be 
established  as  to  the  amount  of  land 
required  for  various  types  of  rural 
housing. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  committee  recommends  a  total  of 
$10,480,000  for  operating  and  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  for  fiscal  year  1964, 
$6,950,000  by  direct  appropriation  and 
$3,530,000  from  premium  income.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $415,750  over  funds 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1963  and  is  a 
net  reduction  of  $210,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  The  increase  includes  $115,- 
750  to  cover  60  percent  of  the  pay  in¬ 
creases  for  the  coming  year  and  $300,000 
for  an  additional  20  man-years  of  service 
to  expand  the  program,  as  contemplated 
by  the  long-range  crop  insurance  pro¬ 
gram.  Since  the  program  is  operating 
on  a  sound  financial  basis  and  has  a 
surplus  of  premiums  over  indemnities, 
the  committee  feels  that  it  should  be 
extended  to  as  many  areas  as  possible  to 
spread  the  coverage  and  reduce  the  risk. 

The  program  will  be  available  in  a  to¬ 
tal  of  1,196  counties  in  fiscal  year  1964, 
an  increase  of  100  over  1963.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  insurance  on  additional  commodi¬ 
ties  will  be  offered  in  150  counties  pre¬ 
viously  in  the  program.  This  will  make 
a  total  of  300  new  county  programs  for 
fiscal  year  1964,  and  will  increase  par¬ 
ticipation  to  430,000  crops,  an  increase 
of  25,000  over  the  number  insured  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1963. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses: 
An  appropriation  of  $2,500  million  is 
included  in  the  bill  to  restore  capital  im¬ 
pairment  of  the  Corporation  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1962.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$221,545,000  over  fiscal  year  1963  appro¬ 
priations  and  a  decrease  of  $299,400,000 
in  the  budget  estimate. 


1963 
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The  Department  is  urged  to  continue 
to  increase  competitive  sales  of  com¬ 
modities  on  hand.  Three  recent  sales 
of  cotton  for  export  resulted  in  sales  of 
approximately  550,000  bales  of  cotton 
worth  approximately  $70  million.  Addi¬ 
tional  sales  of  cotton  and  other  com¬ 
modities  should  provide  additional  funds 
for  the  operation  of  the  Corporation  in 
amounts  equal  to  or  in  excess  of  the  re¬ 
duction  in  appropriations  recommended 
for  the  coming  year.  Also,  the  inclusion 
of  authority  to  use  $25  million  of  section 
32  funds  by  the  Corporation  to  increase 
domestic  consumption  of  commodities 
determined  to  be  in  surplus  supply 
should  provide  additional  income  to  the 
Corporation  during  the  coming  year  by 
reducing  costs. 

The  major  elements  of  the  costs  for 
fiscal  year  1962 — for  which  the  1964 
budget  is  proposed — are  as  follows : 


Thousands 

Storage  and  handling _  $393,  257 

Transportation _  134,  051 

Interest  expense _  290,  651 

Administrative  and  program  ex¬ 
penses _  91,044 

Commodity  export  payments -  244, 180 

Donation  programs _  481,268 


Nonfarm  benefits _  1,  634,  451 

Price  support  operations -  1,  164,  949 


Total  costs _  2,  799,  400 


It  will  be  noted  from  these  figures  that 
nearly  60  percent  of  the  expenditures 
under  this  program  during  fiscal  year 
1962  went  to  groups  other  than  farm 
producers.  These  nonfarm  benefits  went 
to  warehousemen,  transportation  com¬ 
panies,  exporters,  consumers,  and  other 
groups  not  directly  a  part  of  the  farm¬ 
ing  segment  of  our  economy. 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses: 
The  committee  recommends  the  budget 
request  of  $41,650,000  for  the  coming 
year  for  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Corporation.  This  is  a  reduction  of 
$1,538,500  in  the  limitation  authorized 
for  fiscal  year  1963,  due  to  the  closing  of 
three  regional  commodity  offices  and  in¬ 
creased  employee  productivity.  The 
total  employment  for  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
including  CCC  operations  will  be  some 
736  man-years  less  in  fiscal  year  1964 
than  in  the  current  year. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

The  full  budget  estimates  have  been 
provided  for  sales  for  foreign  currency 
and  emergency  famine  relief  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480,  and  for  the  bartered  mate¬ 
rials  for  the  supplemental  stockpile  pro¬ 
gram.  These  amounts  are  substantially 
below  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal  year 
1963,  including  the  supplemental  funds 
contained  in  Public  Law  88-1,  approved 
March  6, 1963. 

The  amount  provided  for  long-term 
supply  Contracts  under  Public  Law  480 
is  a  reduction  of  $26,485,000  in  the  budget 
estimate.  It  will  provide  the  same 
amount  of  funds  as  made  available  for 
fiscal  year  1963,  $40  million,  plus  $12,- 
515,000  to  finance  prior  year  costs  not 
previously  covered  by  appropriated 
funds. 

The  amount  included  in  the  bill  for  the 
international  wheat  agreement  is  an  in- 
No.  85 - 18 


crease  of  $5  million  over  fiscal  year  1963 
appropriations  and  a  reduction  of  $6,- 
138,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  This 
amount  will  provide  $65,562,000  for  esti¬ 
mated  costs  in  fiscal  year  1964,  as  com¬ 
pared  to  $77,549,844  in  fiscal  year  1963, 
and  $20,656,000  for  unreimbursed  costs 
for  prior  years.  The  volume  of  ship¬ 
ments  in  1964  is  estimated  at  the  same 
level  as  1963.  However,  a  decrease  in 
payment  rates  is  expected  which  will  de¬ 
crease  the  amount  needed  for  the  com¬ 
ing  year’s  program. 

The  use  of  foreign  ships  for  the  ship¬ 
ment  of  a  portion  of  commodities  under 
Public  Law  480  and  other  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  programs  has  again  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  committee.  In 
view  of  the  balance-of -payments  deficit 
facing  the  United  States,  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  American  vessels  be  used 
for  the  shipment  of  commodities  under 
this  program  to  a  much  greater  extent 
than  at  present. 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Limitation  on  administrative  ex¬ 
penses:  Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  has  been  an  independent 
agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal 
Farm  Credit  Board — 12  U.S.C.  636.  The 
Administration,  originally  created  by 
Executive  Order  No.  6084  on  May  27, 
1933,  was  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  by  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1. 

On  December  31, 1962,  the  Administra¬ 
tion  had  225  full-time  employees  of 
whom  105  were  in  Washington.  The  120 
field  employees  are  farm  loan  registrars, 
reviewing  appraisers,  and  farm  credit 
examiners. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $2,785,000  is 
provided  for  fiscal  year  1963,  an  increase 
of  $153,500  over  the  previous  fiscal  year. 
The  increase  is  required  to  meet  the  ad¬ 
ditional  pay  costs  during  the  coming 
year,  lump-sum  leave  payments,  and 
other  costs  which,  due  to  the  small  num¬ 
ber  of  employees,  cannot  be  absorbed  by 
a  delay  in  filling  vacancies.  No  addi¬ 
tional  employees  are  proposed  for  next 
year. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  general  provisions  contained  in 
the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1964  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  in¬ 
cluded  in  previous  appropriation  bills. 

Section  601  authorizes  the  purchase  of 
515  passenger  motor  vehicles  during  the 
coming  year.  This  will  permit  the  re¬ 
placement  of  498  vehicles  which  have 
reached  the  Government -wide  replace¬ 
ment  standard  of  6  years  or  60,000  miles. 
It  will  also  permit  the  purchase  of  17 
additional  vehicles  for  the  use  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service,  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  and  Statistical  Reporting  Serv¬ 
ice. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  and  his  com¬ 
mittee,  on  the.  bill  they  are  presenting 
to  the  House  today.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  a  problem  that  favors  the 
Extension  Service. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  funds  for 
cooperative  extension  work  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture’s  budget. 


There  never  was  a  time  when  rural 
people  needed  a  strong  Extension  Service 
more  than  today.  They  need  these  dedi¬ 
cated  workers  to  provide  knowledge  from 
our  land-grant  colleges  and  the  USDA  to 
help  them  make  adjustments  in  their 
farm  businesses,  adopt  improved  systems 
of  marketing  farm  products,  improve 
family  living,  and  develop  economic  op¬ 
portunities  in  rural  areas.  This  educa¬ 
tional  program  is  essential  to  making  re¬ 
search  and  other  programs  to  help  rural 
people  effective. 

We  in  the  Congress,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  farm  people  have  long 
looked  to  the  cooperative  extension 
agents  to  do  this  job.  The  Department 
considers  them  cooperative  employees, 
and  looks  to  them  as  the  educational  arm 
of  the  Department. 

I  understand  that  the  average  salary 
of  these  cooperative  extension  agents  is 
abount  $6,800  and  I  do  not  believe  the 
State  extension  directors  can  continue  to 
employ  or  hold  the  kind  of  agents  we 
must  have  for  that  low  salary. 

State  and  county  governments  are 
recognizing  this  need.  Since  1950  the 
increase  in  local  support  for  cooperative 
extension  work  has  been  more  than 
double  that  provided  by  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

This  Congress  has  laid  down  a  very 
solid  principle  of  raising  salaries  of 
classified  Federal  service  to  keep  them 
in  line  with  salaries  in  business  and 
industry.  The  administration  has  been 
strong  for  that  principle.  The  1958  Pay 
Act  made  clear  that  it  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  appropriation  for  coopera¬ 
tive  extension  work  should  include  addi¬ 
tional  amounts  to  provide  increase  in 
the  Federal  part  of  cooperative  exten¬ 
sion  salaries  corresponding  to  increase 
provided  classified  Federal  service  em¬ 
ployees. 

I  am  disappointed  that  the  proposed 
Agriculture  Department  budget  this  year 
did  not  follow  that  principle  and  recom¬ 
mend  an  increase  in  appropriations  to 
pay  the  Federal  part ‘of  salary  increases 
for  cooperative  extension  agents  in  line 
with  the  salary  increases  in  the  classified 
Federal  service. 

I  surely  hope  that  Congress  will  cor¬ 
rect  this  inequity  and  provide  pay  in¬ 
creases  for  our  dedicated  Extension 
Service  people  in  line  with  the  pay  in¬ 
crease  principles  we  have  already  estab¬ 
lished  for  other  classified  Federal  serv¬ 
ice  employees. 

I  enthusiastically  support  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

The  subcommittee,  under  the  able 
chairmanship  of  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi,  has,  I  think, 
performed  a  great  service  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  and  its  friends  over 
the  years. 

At  the  time  the  subcommittee  was 
conducting  hearings  on  items  in  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  program,  I, 
along  with  many  others  from  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  and  many  others  outside 
the  Congress,  testified  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  behalf  of  the  budgeted  re¬ 
quests. 

In  my  statement  at  that  time  I  said: 

I  sincerely  trust  that  you  will  see  fit  to 
use  your  able  leadership  and  Influence  in 
supporting  this  program. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  6 


9804 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  the  past  8  years  and  as 
a  former  staff  member  of  the  University 
of  Florida,  I  have  intimate  knowledge  of 
the  value  of  the  great  work  of  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  and  of  the  small 
watershed  program.  The  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service  provides  districts  with 
soil  surveys,  technical  assistance  in  prob¬ 
lems  of  land  use,  in  the  proper  use  of 
soils,  and  in  the  application  of  soil  and 
water  conservation  practices.  The  small 
watershed  program  is  one  of  the  finest 
tools  provided  by  Congress  in  recent 
years  and  is  accomplishing  a  great  deal 
of  good. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  work  that  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  do,  and  the  small 
watershed  program,  benefits  all  citi¬ 
zens — not  just  landowners  and  opera¬ 
tors — not  just  fanners. 

Conservation  work  must  stem  from 
local  leadership  organized  to  meet  local 
problems.  It  cannot  be  handed  down  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  be  suc¬ 
cessful. 

The  true  role  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  one  of  helping  the  local  people 
who  want  to  help  themselves,  and  or¬ 
ganize  and  equip  themselves  to  do  so. 

I  know  of  no  finer  example  of  the 
proper  relationship  between  the  people 


and  their  government  than  the  local 
soil  conservation  district.  This  part¬ 
nership,  which  was  created  by  and  has 
been  fostered  by  the  Congress,  is  now 
25  years  old.  It  is  respected  around  the 
world.  It  has  come  to  be  accepted  as 
the  finest  mechanism  of  its  kind  ever 
devised  for  the  people  and  their  govern¬ 
ment  to  cooperate  in  an  undertaking 
that  is  vital  to  the  present  and  future 
welfare  of  our  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  demands  for  na¬ 
tional  defense  and  the  conquest  of  space 
are  burdensome — and  they  must  be  met. 

But  we  have  a  solemn  obligation  not 
to  neglect  the  basic  natural  resources 
that  have  made  this  Nation  great — our 
soil  and  water  assets — without  which 
there  would  be  no  need  for,  nor  any  pur¬ 
pose  in,  national  defense  and  the  con¬ 
quest  of  space.  We  must  still  live  with¬ 
in  and  upon  our  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources.  We  must  keep  them  strong,  for 
in  them  is  our  real  strength. 

I  am  concerned  that  we  are  not  able 
to  provide  more  funds  now  for  soil  con¬ 
servation  districts  and  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  watershed  projects.  I  feel  con- 
findent,  however,  that  we  shall  continue 
to  make  progress  in  this  area  that  means 
so  much  to  all  America. 


Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  a  man  who  is  hope¬ 
lessly  lost  in  the  hinterlands  there  are 
some  rules  that  can  help.  If  there  are 
trees  he  can  roughly  observe  which  way 
is  south  or  north  by  the  nature  of  the 
bark.  If  he  finds  'a  stream,  he  knows 
that  water  runs  downhill  and  usually  to 
inhabited  country.  If  he  finds  himself  in 
a  swamp,  and  fiscally  that  is  where  I 
think  we  are,  we  need  landmarks.  That 
is  just  commonsense. 

I  think  it  well  to  apply  some  common- 
sense  to  our  consideration  of  money 
bills.  The  one  we  bring  to  you  today 
could  have  been  cut  much  more,  yet,  it 
is  based  upon  authorizations  that  this 
body  has  passed  and  when  considered 
in  the  full  light  of  what  the  other  body 
may  do,  I  feel  it  is  a  measurement  of 
funds  with  which  we  can  live  and  which 
we  can  defend  in  conference. 

There  are  some  major  factors  that  I 
think  should  be  kept  in  mind  in  the 
consideration  of  any  money  bill. 

First.  The  size  of  our  national  debt'. 
It  exceeds  the  national  debts  of  the  na¬ 
tions  of  the  entire  world  by  $24  billion, 
and  of  the  free  world,  our  assumed 
Allies,  by  $102  billion. 


Trend,  of  increase  in  gross  national  'product,  Federal  expenditures,  national  debt  and  population,  1948-63 
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Billions 
$259. 4 
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329.0 
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44.0 

65.3 

74.1 
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Millions 
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14.07 
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19.18 
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15,978 
1  15, 878 


Millions 
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266, 071 
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284, 706 
286, 331 
288, 971 
298,201 
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122.0 
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-30.1 

-26.8 

-10.6 

-6.0 

-.6 


51, 202 
46, 137 
29,120 
17,163 
14,  523 
5,293 


20.3 

17.9 

10.6 

6.0 

5.0 

1.8 


41.9 

36.8 

23.2 

7.8 

4.8 

1.9 


28.6 

24.3 

14.0 

4.3 

2.6 

1.0 


Source:  Economic  Report  of  the  President,  January  1963.  Budgets  of  the  U.S. 
Government.  Treasury  Department  bulletins  and  daily  statements. 


i  Feb.  28. 

3  Bureau  of  the  Census  estimate  as  of  Mar.  12,  1963. 
Note. — 1963  gold  reserve  data  is  as  of  Feb.  28. 

Second.  The  enormity  of  our  commit¬ 
ments  already  made.  Just  roughly  they 
are: 

[In  billions  of  dollars] 

Unfunded  retired  civilian  employees  of 


the  Government _  30 

Accrued  military  pensions _ 40 

Commitments  to  veterans  for  future  pen¬ 
sions  and  compensation  (even  this  is 
incomplete) _ 300 


Commitments  involving  housing,  mari¬ 
time  shipping,  highway  program,  un¬ 
finished  public  works,  unpaid  military 

supplies  to  be  met  in  the  future _ 150 

Existing  public  debt  and,  of  course,  the 
annual  interest  of  more  than  $10  bil¬ 
lion  _ 300 

Total _ 820 


But  this  is  not  all.  Add  $250  billion  for 


actuarial  imbalance  of  obligations  under 
social  security.  This  could  add  up  to  $300 
billion,  as  the  future  unfolds,  for  a  total  of 
$1,070  billion. 

These  costs  lurk  in  the  background  as 
we  consider  annual  costs — and  should  be 
on  our  minds  when  we  authorize  new 
programs. 


1963 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


9805 


Third.  Add  to  this  the  problems  of 
gold  and  silver  in  balances  of  payments, 
the  reported  decline  in  the  measurements 
of  our  foreign  trade,  and  you  will  cease 


to  listen  to  those  who  say,  “Oh,  this  great 
country  can  afford  anything,  can  weather 
any  storm.”  Inflation,  of  course,  feeds 
upon  itself,  and  each  drop  in  the  pur¬ 


chasing  power  of  the  dollar  brings  the 
demand  for  higher  retirement  pay,  wel¬ 
fare  money,  and  for  greater  costs  of 
everything,  including  government. 


Administrative  budget  expenditures,  1955  to  1964 


[Amounts  in  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 

National  defense 

Veterans 

Agriculture 

Interest 

All  other  expenditures 

Total  expenditures 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Ptrcent 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

1965 _ _ _ _ 

40, 695 

63.0 

4,  522 

7.0 

4,  388 

6.8 

6, 438 

10.0 

8, 346 

13.0 

64, 389 

100 

1956 _ _ - - - 

40. 723 

61.2 

4, 810 

7.2 

4,808 

7.3 

6,846 

10.3 

8,977 

13.6 

66,224 

100 

1957 _ _ - . . 

43,360 

62.4 

4,  870 

7.0 

4,  546 

6.5 

7, 307 

10.5 

8, 883 

12.9 

68, 966 

100 

1958 . . . . . — 

44,234 

61.5 

5, 184 

7.2 

4,  419 

6. 1 

7,  689 

10.7 

9,  843 

13.8 

71, 369 

100 

1959 _ _ _ 

46,  491 

57.6 

5,287 

6.5 

6,  590 

8.2 

7,  671 

9.5 

14,  303 

17.8 

80,342 

100 

I960.. . - . . 

45,  691 

59.1 

5,266 

6.8 

4,882 

0.3 

9,  266 

12.0 

11,434 

14.9 

76,  539 

100 

1961 _ _ _ _ _ 

47, 494 

57.8 

5,  414 

6.6 

5,173 

6.3 

9,050 

11.0 

14,  384 

17.  6 

81,515 

100 

1962_ _ _ 

51, 103 

57.8 

5,  403 

’  6.1 

5.895 

6.7 

9,198 

10.4 

16, 186 

18.4 

87,  787 

100 

1963  estimated _ _ _ 

53,  004 

65.9 

5,545 

5.8 

6,731 

7. 1 

9,  782 

10.3 

19,  250 

20.4 

94,  311 

100 

1964  estimated . 

55,  433 

55.9 

5,  484 

5.5 

5,  695 

5.7 

10, 103 

10.  2 

22,  087 

22.4 

98,  802 

100 

Including  1955  to  1964  _  _ 

14,  738 

36.2 

962 

21.3 

1,308 

29.8 

3,  665 

56.9 

13,  741 

164.6 

34, 413 

53.4 

Including  1960  to  1964 _ _ 

9,742 

21.3 

218 

4. 1 

814 

16.7 

837 

9.0 

10,  653 

93.2 

22,  263 

29. 1 

Including  1962  to  1964 _  _ 

4,330 

8.5 

81 

1.5 

-199 

-3.4 

905 

9.8 

5,  901 

36.5 

11,015 

12.  5 

Note. — Details  may  not  sum  to  totals  due  to  rounding.  Source:  The  Budget  of  the  TJ.s.  Government,  1964. 


There  is  no  logical  way  to  stop  this 
inflation  save  by  living  within  our  in¬ 
come.  As  our  chairman  on  Appripria- 
tions,  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Cannon]  ,  has  said  “Stop  spending  money 
we  do  not  have  for  things  we  can  get 
along  without.” 

Fourth.  In  this  bill  as  it  came  from 
the  Budget  we  have  some  interesting 
items:  $212  million  just  to  administer 
our  agriculture  stabilization  programs; 
nearly  $850  million  to  fund  our  free  food 
programs,  donations  at  home  and 
abroad;  $463  million  for  storage;  $290 
million  interest  on  commodity  credit 
operations;  $134  million  for  transport¬ 
ing  commodity  credit  inventories. 

When  it  is  all  added  up  we  crowd  $200 
million  for  research  in  273  locations  in 
this  land  of  ours. 

We  spend  $37  million  to  administer  the 
farmers  home  loan  program. 

I  mention  these  in  order  to  show  you 
that  there  are  costs  that  we  do  not  al¬ 
ways  think  of  when  we  casually  read 
about  this  or  that  Government  program 
in  the  paper. 

We  have  made  friends  with  Public  Law 
480  which,  in  many  cases,  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  gift.  We  have  made  friends 
in  critical  countries  with  Public  Law  480 
activities  which  must  be  considered  as 
gifts  of  wheat  and  other  commodity 
credit  stocks.  We  have  done  enormous 
good  with  our  research  although  it  must 
be  admitted  that  sometimes  our  research 
reases  the  complications  of  greater  pro¬ 
duction  and,  to  the  individual  operator, 
the  problem  of  the  cost  of  what  he  has 
to  buy  in  order  to  utilize  research.  How¬ 
ever,  I  am  for  research.  But,  like  all 
good  things,  there  is  a  limit  to  how  much 
we  can  afford. 

I  am  much  in  favor  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  and  consider  it  to 
have  a  great  record  of  sound  administra¬ 
tion,  and  the  record  also  shows  that  it 
has  saved  many  honest  and  industrious 
farmers  whose  credit  ratings  had  tem¬ 
porarily  slipped. 

As  we  go  through  the  bill,  almost  with¬ 
out  exception,  I  am  aware  of  and  appre¬ 
ciate  what  is  being  done  in  our  great 
Department  of  Agriculture.  However,  it 
rests  upon  the  shoulders  of  those  of  us 
who  serve  as  your  Committee  on  Appro¬ 


priations  to  attempt  to  bring  some  bal¬ 
ance  into  the  expenditure  of  public  funds 
and  to  inject,  if  possible,  some  wise 
measure  by  which  Government  spending 
can  avoid  waste,  duplication,  and  obso¬ 
lescence. 

While  I  have  said  that  I  believe  this 
bill  before  you  could  have  been  cut  fur¬ 
ther,  I  do  feel  that  indirectly  we  have  in 
many  instances  provided  language  in  the 
report  which  will  have  the  effect  of  elim¬ 
inating  waste,  duplication,  obsolescence, 
and  unwise  projects. 

Usually  the  language  in  the  report  is 
respected  by  those  who  administer  ap¬ 
propriated  funds.  I  have  informal  as¬ 
surance  that  if  the  language  in  this  re¬ 
port  is  not  carried  out  in  spirit  and  in 
fact  that  next  year  we  will  write  this  lan¬ 
guage  in  ink  instead  of  water.  However, 
to  make  doubly  sure  that  this  language 
is  properly  interpreted,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  very  able  chairman  of  our  sub¬ 
committee  some  questions. 

I  have  been  given  formal  assurance 
that  if  the  language  in  this  report  is 
not  carried  out  in  spirit  and  in  fact,  that 
next  year  we  will  write  this  language  in 
ink  and  not  in  water.  However,  to  make 
doubly  sure  that  this  language  is  prop¬ 
erly  interpreted,  I  and  others  that  I 
know  of  will  ask  questions  of  the  very 
able  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  in 
order,  in  a  sense,  to  beef  up  this  report. 

Much  has  already  been  said  about 
REA  and  of  the  attempts  to  make  them 
comply  with  the  law  and  to  interpret 
the  law  clearly  so  that  we  know  what 
we  are  doing.  More  questions,  I  am 
sure,  will  be  asked.  I  think  a  good  job 
is  done  here  in  the  report  to  clarify  this. 
I  merely  want  to  read  one  section  of 
this  report  that  I  think  ought  to  be  clari¬ 
fied  still  further.  This  is  the  paragraph 
on  page  8  in  which  it  stated: 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  providing  for  section  5  loans  in¬ 
tended  also  that  they  should  not  be  made 
where  local  private  business  can  meet  the 
need  or  where  it  is  determined  that  the  local 
borrower  will  provide  unnecessary  competi¬ 
tion.  The  Administrator  should  also  certify 
to  the  Secretary  as  to  the  necessity  for  sec¬ 
tion  5  loans. 

Under  the  act  it  is  very  broad  and 
section  5  loans  can  be  made  for  almost 


anything.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  if  this  language  means  exactly  what 
it  says. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes,  it  certainly 
does.  We  in  the  subcommittee  cannot 
rewrite  the  law,  as  the  gentleman  knows, 
but  we  did  feel  through  this  report  we 
could  spell  out  sound  business  practice 
and  call  on  the  Department  to  follow  it. 
That  is  what  we  do  here.  In  the  cer¬ 
tification  of  the  Secretary,  what  it 
amounts  to  is  that  the  Secretary  will  be 
familiar  with  what  the  agency  does.  In 
effect  it  means  somebody  will  check  it 
and  you  will  have  a  record  of  what  really 
occurred,  on  which  you  can  deal  with 
this  subject  next  year. 

May  I  say  at  this  point  I  had  a  call 
this  morning  from  the  office  of  the  REA 
Administrator  saying  “We  mean  to 
carry  it  out  fully,  and  we  hope  to  have 
the  staff  set  up  and  start  the  first  of 
July  doing  exactly  what  your  committee 
asks  us  to  do.” 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  Want  to  bring  to  the 
committee’s  attention  right  now  the  vast 
unfairness  in  so  many  fields  of  using 
borrowed  Federal  money  as  venture  cap¬ 
ital.  It  is  not  fair  to  the  private  invest¬ 
ments  that  exist  in  any  given  commu¬ 
nity.  Yet,  under  some  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  we  make  it  possible  to  use  Federal 
money  as  venture  capital  at  low  interest. 
I  have  a  case  here  of  2  percent  money. 
This  happens  to  be,  if  you  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  it,  oh  page  2521  of  part  4  of 
our  hearings.  Here  is  a  case  of  a  loan 
made  by  the  REA  to  the  Jackson  Elec¬ 
tric  Membership  Corp.  'of  Gainesville, 
Ga.  I  have  here  two  letters  from  ice 
companies,  refrigerator  storage  compa¬ 
nies,  already  existing  in  Gainesville; 
namely,  the  City  Ice  Co.  and  the  Best 
Ice  &  Locker  Co.,  Inc. 

Gainesville  is  often  called,  the  broiler 
center  of  the  world,  and  a  good  deal  of 
their  refrigeration  goes  into  the  quick 
freezing  of  broilers,  these  two  companies 
claim  that  they  are  able  to  meet  all  of 
the  needs  of  Gainesville.  Despite  that 
fact,  a  corporation  down  there  could  not 
borrow  from  SBA,  could  not  borrow  from 
the  local  banks,  went  to  the  REA  and  got 
a  loan  of  $137,000.  They  went  outside 
the  city  limits  of  Gainesville — Gaines¬ 
ville  is  a  city  in  excess  of  12,000  people 
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and  REA  cannot  operate  in  cities  bigger 
than  2,500 — built  a  plant  and  got  started. 
After  that  they  went  to  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Administration  and  got  a  loan  of 
some  $150,000.  As  far  as  I  can  tell,  this 
is  a  clear  infraction  of  the  very  thing 
that  the  language  of  this  report  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  clear  up. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  permission  pre¬ 
viously  granted,  I  shall  put  this  matter  in 
the  Record  at  this  point: 

Best  Ice  &  Locker  Co.,  Inc. 

Gainesville,  Ga.,  May  14,  1963. 
Hon.  Walt  Horan, 

U.S.  Representative, 

State  of  Washington, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Horan  :  Permit  me  to  con¬ 
gratulate  you  on  the  enclosed  news  item 
from  the  Atlanta  Journal  dated  May  9,  1963 
concerning  REA. 

Attached  you  will  find  copies  of  cor¬ 
respondence  we  had  with  REA  in  May  1962 
concerning  the  new  freezer  plant  for  Gaines¬ 
ville  and  I  might  add  that  since  that  time 
the  City  Ice  Co.  has  enlarged  its  storage 
facilities  by  an  additional  17,500  square  feet. 
This  loan  to  a  local  group  was  approved  in 
September  1962  and  approximately  60  days 
ago,  they  began  work  on  the  plant. 

I  believe  that  you  will  find  that  our  letter 
of  May  16,  1962,  is  self  explanatory  and  I  just 
wanted  to  send  this  on  to  you  and  I  might 
add  I  have  heard  nothing  further  from  REA 
other  than  their  letter  of  May  24,  1962. 

Thanks  for  your  efforts  and  if  there  is  any 
additional  information  you  desire,  please 
do  not  hesitate  to  call  on  us. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Gerald  Garrard, 
General  Manager. 

Mat  16,  1962. 

Director, 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  The  purpose  of  this  letter  con¬ 
cerns  the  financing  and  building  of  a  quick 
freezer  and  cold  storage  plant  in  the  area 
of  Gainesville,  Hall  County,  Ga.  It  is  our 
understanding  that  a  loan  application  has 
been  made  by  a  group  from  Gainesville  to 
build  this  freezer  plant  for  the  handling  of 
poultry  products. 

We  would  like  to  acquaint  you  with  the 
present  facilities  that  are  available  in 
Gainesville,  Hall  County,  Ga.,  and  the  serv¬ 
ices  being  provided  by  the  City  Ice  Co.,  and 
the  Best  Ice  &  Locker  Co.,  Inc.  Approxi¬ 
mately  6  million  pounds  are  available  for 
zero  cold  storage  and  340,000  pounds  are 
available  for  quickfreezing  poultry  products 
every  24  hours.  Both  of  these  firms  repre¬ 
sent  a  considerable  investment  of  private 
capital  and  have  been  in  business  here  for 
a  number  of  years;  namely,  City  Ice  Co.,  35 
years  and  Best  Ice  &  Locker  Co.,  Inc.,  11 
years. 

During  1961,  City  Ice  Co.,  built  a  new 
storage  plant  from  private  funds  which  cov¬ 
ers  a  space  of  17,500  square  feet  which  is 
in  addition  to  their  other  plant  located  on 
Main  Street  and  it  is  believed  that  with  the 
facilities  (three  freezing  plants)  available 
through  these  two  firms  that  it  is  ample  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  poultry  indus¬ 
try.  The  cold  storage  business  in  Gaines¬ 
ville  due  to  its  location  from  a  distribution 
standpoint  is  95  percent  poultry  products 
and  the  seasonal  trend  over  a  period  of  years 
indicates  that  approximately  6  months  of 
the  year  is  operated  at  50  percent  or  less 
capacity.  With  the  problems  facing  the 
poultry  industry,  namely,  the  tariff  on  the 
Common  Market  shipments,  it  is  believed 
that  this  will  seriously  effect  the  volume  of 
freezing  and  cold  storage  of  poultry 
products. 


We  do  not  object  to  competition  but  we 
sincerely  feel  that  the  present  facilities  here 
will  be  more  than  ample  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Gainesville  area  and  both 
firms  have  studied  the  market  very  closely 
and  are  prepared  with  investment  funds  to 
meet  any  expansion  programs  necessary  in 
the  poultry  business. 

We  would  welcome  a  visit  from  your  rep¬ 
resentative  to  inspect  our  plants  and  facili¬ 
ties  and  any  other  information  you  desire 
concerning  the  needs  of  the  poultry  industry 
in  the  Gainesville  area. 

Yours  very  truly. 

Best  Ice  &  Locker  Co.,  Inc. 


U.S.  Department  op  Agriculture, 

Rural  Electrification  Administration, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  24,  1962. 
Mr.  Gerald  Garrard, 

General  Manager,  Best  Ice  &  Locker  Co.,  Inc., 
Gainesville,  Ga. 

Dear  Mr.  Garrard:  We  have  your  letter  of 
May  16,  1962  in  regard  to  the  existing  cold 
storage  and  freezing  facilities  in  Gaines¬ 
ville,  Ga.,  and  the  proposal  of  the  South¬ 
eastern  Freezer  Corp.,  to  build  additional 
facilities  in  this  vicinity. 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  and  please  be 
assured  your  comments  will  be  considered 
before  final  action  is  taken  on  this 
application. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  A.  Dell, 

Acting  Administrator . 


City  Ice  Co., 

Gainesville,  Ga.,  May  25,  1963. 
Representative  Walt  Horan, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Horan:  I  was  interested  in  your 
comments  on  the  REA  type  loans  and  your 
mention  of  such  a  local  project.  We  happen 
to  be  an  established  business  which  will  no 
doubt  suffer  because  of  this  Government 
largesse.  We  built  the  first  Gainesville 
freezer  in  1943  and  we  have  enlarged  our 
facilities  just  as  fast  as  demand  justified.  In 
1951  a  competitive  freezer  was  built  by  local 
men.  Both  companies  have  expanded  from 
time  to  time  as  we  could  see  the  demand 
ahead.  So  far  as  we  knew  there  were  no 
reasonable  unsatisfied  demands  here. 

For  over  2  years  another  local  group  with¬ 
out  experience  in  the  cold  storage  business 
has  wanted  to  get  into  this  business  in  com¬ 
petition  to  the  two  existing  firms.  They 
were  unable  to  get  together  sufficient  finances 
until  they  ran  across  the  REA  money.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  they  were  granted  $137,000  and 
later  also  obtained  a  SBA  loan  for  around 
$150,000.  They  have  established  their  busi¬ 
ness  just  outside  the  Gainesville  city  limits 
where  an  REA  line  had  served  a  home  in  the 
past.  They  are  going  after  the  same  business 
which  we  are  serving. 

In  support  of  the  depressed  areas  program 
(which  was  considered  in  this  instance  be¬ 
cause  some  of  the  surrounding  counties  are 
so  classified) ,  the  officials  count  up  the  many 
jobs  which  are  created.  Mr.  Clapp  states  that 
the  local  project  will  create  50  jobs.  How¬ 
ever,  as  I  have  pointed  out  to  Senator  Rus¬ 
sell,  the  storage  business  is  thoroughly 
mechanized  and  the  size  storage  which  they 
are  building  can  afford  to  employ  only  10  or 
12  people  when  it  gets  into  full  occupancy. 
Unless  the  volume  of  business  in  the  com¬ 
munity  actually  grows  there  will  be  a  loss  of 
employment  from  existing  facilities  as  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  business  is  taken  over  by  this  new 
one.  Mr.  Clapp  says,  “We  are  making  an 
effort  to  call  to  the  attention  of  local  people 
the  desirability  of  trying  to  assist  existing 
operations  to  expand,  etc.”  However,  there 
was  no  public  statement  whatsoever  from 
Mr.  Clarp,  REA,  Georgia  Agricultural  College, 
or  anyone  else  until  the  accomplished  fact 
was  announced  in  the  granted  loan. 


The  new  freezer  construction  was  an¬ 
nounced  to  cost  $490,000.  This  is  a  mis¬ 
representation  nowhere  near  the  truth  and 
is  apparently  an  inflated  estimate  used  to  get 
a  big  loan.  And,  as  I  understand  it,  a  $2,000 
cold  storage  door  can  be  included  in  an  REA 
loan  request  because  it  happens  to  have  a 
$20  motor  to  actuate  it. 

It  is,  of  course,  too  late  for  us  to  have  any 
relief  from  this  new  competition  made  pos¬ 
sible  by  Federal  money.  However,  I  wish  to 
speak  out  against  such  unfair  practices  which 
penalize  existing  business  to  promote  new 
schemes  and  competition. 

Your  views  as  recently  expressed  are  much 
appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

C.  J.  Romberg. 


Rural  Electrification 

Administration, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Russell:  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  enclosed  let¬ 
ter  from  Mr.  C.  J.  Romberg  of  the  City  Ice 
Co.,  Gainesville,  Ga. 

The  consumer  facility  loan  to  the  Jack- 
son  Electric  Membership  Corp.  of  Jeffer¬ 
son,  Ga.,  was  made  under  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936.  This  section  provides  that  “the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  is  authorized  and  empowered 
*  *  *  to  make  loans  for  the  purpose  of  financ¬ 
ing  the  wiring  of  the  premises  of  persons  in 
rural  areas  and  the  acquisition  and  installa¬ 
tion  of  electrical  and  plumbing  appliances 
and  equipment.”  REA,  as  you  know,  has 
been  making  this  type  of  loan  since  adoption 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  in  1936. 

The  $137,000  provided  in  the  loan  to  Jack- 
son  will  be  reloaned  at  4  percent  interest 
to  the  Southeastern  Freezer  Corp.  of 
Gainesville  to  finance  the  wiring  and  in¬ 
stallation  of  electrical  refrigeration  equip¬ 
ment  in  the  company’s  new  freezer,  cold 
storage,  and  processing  plant.  Financing  for 
the  building  has  been  arranged  through  pri¬ 
vate  sources.  The  loan  will  run  for  10  years 
and  the  cooperative  has  assumed  full  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  its  repayment. 

This  plant  will  improve  the  financial  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  cooperative  through  increased 
usage  of  electricity,  the  basic  purpose  of  sec¬ 
tion  5  loans. 

REA  makes  section  5  loans  only  when 
credit  is  not  available  at  reasonable  rates 
from  local  banks  or  other  lending  institu¬ 
tions,  public  or  private.  This  particular  loan 
was  approved  after  careful  investigation  of 
the  need  for  another  plant  of  this  type  in  the 
Gainesville  area.  The  enterprise  has  sup¬ 
port  from  the  Georgia  Agricultural  College 
at  Athens,  from  county  agents  in  adjoining 
counties,  and  from  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  specialists.  We  were  assured  that  this 
new  enterprise  is  needed  and  will  prove  bene¬ 
ficial  to  the  economy  of  the  area.  About  50 
local  persons  will  be  employed  in  the  plant 
when  it  reaches  capacity  operation.  Seven 
of  the  adjoining  counties  have  been  classi¬ 
fied  as  eligible  for  rural  redevelopment  as¬ 
sistance. 

We  are  pleased  to  provide  this  information. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  A.  Dell, 
Acting  Administrator. 


Rural  Electrification 

Administration, 

Washington,  D.C.,  November  13, 1962. 
Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Russell:  We  are  glad  to 
answer  your  request  for  a  report  on  the  en¬ 
closed  letter  from  Mr.  C.  J.  Romberg,  of  the 
City  Ice  Co.,  in  Gainesville,  Ga.  As  you  know, 
Mr.  Romberg’s  letter  of  October  26  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  our  comments  on  a  previous  letter 
which  he  had  written. 
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Mr.  Romberg  refers  to  the  Jackson  Electric 
Membership  Corp.'s  "2-percent  rakeoff  In 
interest  at  the  expense  of  the  general  public.” 
It  is  true  that  REA  is  lending  money  to  the 
Jackson  Electric  Membership  Corp.  at  2  per¬ 
cent,  while  Jackson  is  charging  4  percent. 
It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  Jackson 
Electric  Membership  Corp.  is  obligated  to 
repay  this  money  to  the  Federal  Government 
even  if  it  should  fail  to  collect  from  the 
Southeastern  Freezer  Corp.  Despite  the  most 
careful  feasibility  checks,  REA  borrowers  are 
taking  certain  risks  on  such  financing  for 
new  enterprises,  particularly  since  this 
financing  is  available  only  after  refusals  from 
other  lending  sources. 

The  question  was  also  raised  as  to  why  the 
needs  filled  by  Southeastern  Freezer  Corp. 
were  not  called  to  the  attention  of  persons 
with  existing  freezer  and  storage  facilities. 
In  REA’s  work  in  the  development  field,  we 
are  making  an  effort  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  local  people  the  desirability  of  trying  to 
assist  existing  operations  to  expand  and 
point  out  the  various  advantages  of  making 
this  the  first  part  of  any  development  pro¬ 
gram.  We  believe  that  this  emphasis  will  be 
increased  by  various  local  and  State  groups. 
Once  an  application  is  made,  however,  it 
would  obviously  be  improper  for  REA  or  any 
other  Government  agency  to  take  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  applicant  and  try  to  interest 
others  in  doing  what  the  applicant  entre¬ 
preneur  proposes  to  do. 

The  project  is  located  in  Gainesville  rather 
than  in  adjoining  counties  because  this  loca¬ 
tion  was  the  one  proposed  by  the  applicant 
corporation.  REA  section  5  loans  are  not  re¬ 
stricted  to  the  areas  designated  for  assist¬ 
ance  by  the  Area  Redevelopment  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

There  may  be  differences  of  opinion  as  to 
the  number  of  people  who  will  be  employed 
by  the  Southeastern  Freezer  Corp.  We 
should  note,  however,  that  the  loan  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  REA  under  section  5  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936  which  is  not  tied 
to  the  creation  of  employment  but  designed 
to  increase  the  use  of  electricity  and 
strengthen  rural  electric  systems  so  that  they 
can  provide  eletcric  service  at  reasonable 
rates  to  all  rural  residents  without  it.  A 
fortunate  side  benefit,  however,  is  the  stim¬ 
ulation  of  the  local  economy. 

We  hope  it  will  be  possible  for  both  the 
City  Ice  Co.  and  the  Southeastern  Freezer 
Corp.  to  prosper  in  an  improving  economy  in 
the  Gainesville  area. 

Sincerely  yours, 

—————  » 

Administrator . 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HORAN.  Certainly,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  want  to  state  to  the 
gentleman  and  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  that  I  think  they  have  done 
a  good  job  with  what  they  have  to  work 
with.  After  all,  there  are  obligations 
that  the  Congress  has  passed  and  sent  to 
the  committee  and  they  must  do  some¬ 
thing  about  them.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  this  appropriation  bill  carries 
$5,979,457,000.  Additional  authorization 
obligation,  however,  in  the  bill,  totals 
$1,334,379,000.  So  that  in  this  bill  we 
are  fixing  to  spend  $7,313,835,000;  or  to 
put  it  down  on  a  unit  basis  we  are  now 
spending  of  the  taxpayers’  money  in  this 
program  $1,976  for  every  farm  unit  in 
the  United  States.  Is  that  substantially 
correct? 

Mr.  HORAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HALEY.  And  this  amount  that 
the  Federal  Government  proposes  to 
spend  is  approximately  50  percent  of  the 


entire  income  that  the  farmers  of  the 
United  States  received  in  1962;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  observations.  For  years  now,  of 
course,  we  have  had  any  number  of  re¬ 
quests  for  new  laboratories  throughout 
the  United  States,  despite  the  fact  that 
there  are  already  existing  273  locations 
in  the  United  States,  and  that  does  not 
include  land  grant  colleges.  It  may  in¬ 
clude  subdivisions  of  them. 

I  am  reading  now  from  the  second  par¬ 
agraph  on  page  11,  I  will  say  to  my 
Chairman ; 

From  this  report  it  would  appear  that 
many  demands  each  year  for  new  research 
laboratories  or  new  and  expanded  research 
projects,  most  of  which  would  require  funds 
above  the  budget,  could  be  and  should  be 
met  with  existing  facilities,  and  to  a  large 
degree  with  existing  personnel  and  funds. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  he  and  I  have  been 
together  through  the  years  and  have 
recognized  the  need  for  new  facilities. 
We  have  been  together  when  we  had 
them  forced  upon  us  when  we  could  not 
see  the  need  for  them.  I  am  glad  to 
comment  on  what  the  gentleman  has 
said.  He  and  I  are  in  accord  on  that 
statement  as  well  as  the  statement  on 
the  preceding  page  where  we  list  the 
order  in  which  these  things  should  be 
done. 

I  am  glad  the  gentleman  has  given 
me  the  opportunity  to  point  out  that  he 
and  I,  as  well  as  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee,  have  taken  pride  in  this. 
Several  years  ago  we  provided  $1  million 
in  contingency  research  funds,  in  order 
to  meet  the  type  of  emergencies  that  may 
come  up,  and  so  that  the  Department, 
every  time  one  of  our  colleagues  goes 
down  there  with  a  problem  in  his  dis¬ 
trict,  will  not  be  able  to  say  to  him,  “Get 
us  some  more  money  and  we  will  do  the 
work.” 

The  Department  has  a  7  percent  trans¬ 
ferability,  and  has  a  $1  million  special 
fund  with  which  to  meet  these  problems. 

There  is  no  excuse  for  not  being  help¬ 
ful  in  trying  to  move  in  and  take  care  of 
this.  I  am  glad  to  join  with  my  collea¬ 
gue  and  say  that  whenever  a  new  labo¬ 
ratory  is  constructed  it  takes  5  years  to 
get  results. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  want  to  comment  here 
that  while  there  has  been  some  juggling 
and  adjusting  done  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  stabilization 
group,  it  has  become  apparent  to  our 
subcommittee  that  a  couple  of  our  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  problems 
come  from  the  failure  to  move  what  they 
have  in  storage.  They  let  it  stay  there 
until  it  stacks  up  so  high  it  scares  them. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  For  the  record,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
charged  by  law  with  doing  a  number 
of  things.  It  has  several  sources  of  funds 
to  carry  out  its  responsibility.  It  can 
increase  its  domestic  foreign  sales.  That 
is  on  way  of  meeting  the  obligations 
placed  on  it  by  the  Congress.  The  sec¬ 
ond  is  by  capital  restoration,  for  which 
our  subcommittee  recommends  funds  to 
the  Congress  each  year.  Either  way,  the 
funds  are  available  to  carry  out  their 
responsibilities. 


Mr.  HORAN.  There  is  one  very  in¬ 
teresting  thing  that  I  think  might  point 
up  some  of  this.  Tobacco  produced  in 
1955  had  not  been  sold.  The  net  result 
was  that  when  they  did  sell  it  they  suf¬ 
fered  a  great  loss.  It  represented  a  loss 
of  $80  million  to  the  American  taxpayers. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  might  also  recall 
that  the  committee  raised  serious  ques¬ 
tions  about  offering  this  commodity  at 
a  fixed  price.  I  am  glad  to  report  that 
subsequent  to  our  hearings  and  report, 
in  connection  with  the  latest  sale,  they 
are  in  the  process  of  offering  it  to  the 
highest  bidder,  which  is  a  much  im¬ 
proved  proceudure. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  should  like  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  committee  and  my 
chairman  to  the  wording  two-thirds  of 
the  way  down  page  15  of  the  report: 

In  the  opinion  of  those  who  testified  on 
this  subject  before  the  committee,  the  De¬ 
partment  should  consider  requiring  manda¬ 
tory  dipping  of  all  sheep  transported  in 
interestate  commerce  in  order  to  control 
scabies. 

This  should  be  done,  I  think,  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  State  departments  of 
agriculture.  But  I  have  been  assured  by 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Fisher],  that  this  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  the  eradication  of  scabies 
and  the  prevention  of  scabies  to  other 
States. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  think  we 
should  clear  up  more  here  with  reference 
to  the  amount  of  dollars  spent  per  farm. 
I  am  sure  the  gentleman  will  agree  that 
a  lot  of  the  money  here  does  not  go  to 
the  farmer  but  on  the  contrary  actually 
reduces  farm  income.  For  example, 
when  we  have  research  centers,  such  as 
we  have  in  Ames,  Iowa,  engaging  in  re¬ 
search  to  reduce  diseases  in  swine;  but 
every  time  we  reduce  diseases,  it  results 
in  an  increase  in  the  supply  of  pork.  In¬ 
creased  supplies  of  hogs  mean  cheaper 
prices  for  pork  and  help  the  consumer. 
An  increase  of  1  percent  in  the  supply 
of  pork  will  result  in  a  reduction  of  3 
percent  in  the  price  of  live  hogs  and  less 
net  income  for  a  greater  total  supply. 
It  is  not  fair  to  say  this  total  budget  is 
for  the  farmers,  because  a  lot  of  it  is  for 
consumer  services  and  some  of  it  actually 
reduces  the  total  income  of  the  farmers 
and  helps  the  consumer. 

Mr.  HORAN.  That  shows  you  can 
argue  things  both  ways. 

As  to  meat  inspection,  the  committee 
report  has  this  to  say : 

Although  this  activity  has  grown  up  under 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  the  De¬ 
partment  should  consider  moving  it  to  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  since  it  is 
clearly  related  to  marketing  rather  than  to 
research.  This  would  lead  to  closer  coordi¬ 
nation  with  poultry  inspection  and  some 
monetary  savings. 

I  do  not  doubt  but  that  joining  the  ad¬ 
ministration  -of  these  two  programs 
would  save  some  money.  I  would  like 
to  have  my  colleague  comment  on  that, 
if  he  would. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  suggested  a  study 
of  the  possibilities.  I  thing  some  coordi¬ 
nation  or  some  amalgamation  of  this  in- 
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spection  work  needs  clearly  to  come 
about.  At  the  outset  of  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  the  poultry  people  were  afraid  that 
they  would  be  absorbed  by  the  old  line 
red  meat  inspection  group.  With  time  I 
think  those  fears  have  disappeared. 

It  strikes  me  that  meat  inspection  is  a 
physical  thing  and  is  not  research  at  all. 
And  the  suggestion  as  to  the  possibility 
of  putting  it  into  marketing  is  as  far  as 
we  go.  Already  we  are  beginning  to  hear 
from  vested  interests,  and  by  that  I  mean 
those  who  are  well  acquainted  with  and 
accustomed  to  having  it  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service.  I  can  under¬ 
stand  that  they  do  not  want  to  change. 
We  did  not  say  to  change  it,  but  we  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  possibilities  of  it  be 
studied.  I  think  it  is  a  fact  that  they 
are  just  used  to  it,  and  it  is  a  fact  that 
motivates  them. 

Certainly,  they  will  be  given  a  chance 
to  be  heard.  If  we  had  desired  to  put 
them  together,  the  committee  could  have 
done  so.  Of  course,  I  do  not  know 
whether  they  would  have  stayed  together 
because  the  Congress  might  have  undone 
it.  At  any  rate  we  just  recommend  for 
them  to  do  what  appears  to  be  appropri¬ 
ate  after  having  heard  those  who  are 
directly  interested. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  hope  and  trust  that 
the  appropriate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  of  the  House  would  hold  hearings 
on  the  whole  field  of  meat  inspection  be¬ 
cause  the  people  have  a  right  to  demand 
that  their  meat  be  inspected. 

Right  now  we  are  spending  out  of  the 
common  public  purse  of  the  American 
people  probably  in  excess  of  $50  million 
just  for  this  service.  There  is  room  for 
argument  on  both  sides  of  this  ques¬ 
tion. 

I  received  this  wire  this  morning  which 
shows  at  least  what  these  three  packing 
houses  feel  about  this.  This  is  from  three 
packing  houses  in  St.  Louis  and  I  know 
all  of  the  gentlemen  who  signed  it. 

It  says : 

St.  Lotus,  Mo.,  June  5,  1963. 
Hon.  Walt  Horan, 

Member  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  House  Committee  on  Appropriations 
approved  a  reduction  in  the  budget  request 
of  $864,000  for  Federal  meat  inspection  and 
recommended  transferring  meat  inspection 
from  Agricultural  Research  Service  to  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service. 

We  urgently  request  that  you  vote  against 
the  reduction  and  against  the  transfer. 

The  reduction  in  the  budget  will  result 
in  an  actual  reduction  in  inspection  staff 
(which  we  need) . 

On  the  jurisdiction  question — meat  in¬ 
spection  belongs  where  it  is  because  the  pri¬ 
mary  function  of  meat  inspection  is  the 
protection  of  public  health  and  elimination 
of  animal  diseases,  under  research  and  not 
under  marketing.  If  there  is  a  marketing 
aspect,  it  is  strictly  secondary. 

St.  Louis  Local  Meat  Packers. 

Heil  Packing. 

Hunter  Packing. 

Krey  Packing. 

Well,  it  can  be  argued  that  marketing 
comes  first  and  that  the  disease  angle  is 
secondary. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Meat  inspection  does 
not  have  anything  to  do  with  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  disease.  It  is  for  protection 
of  public  health.  All  we  suggested  was 
that  a  study  be  made. 


Mr.  HORAN.  I  have  also  received  this 
comment  from  Mr.  Blaine  Lillienquist  of 
the  Western  Meat  Packers  Association: 

The  cut  is  going  to  hurt.  It  will  increase 
the  cost  of  slaughtering  when  there  are  not 
enough  inspectors  to  keep  the  plants  operat¬ 
ing.  Overtime  is  involved  as  well.  Also,  this 
is  a  public  health  service  to  assure  all  con¬ 
sumers  that  the  meats  they  consume  are 
from  healthy,  disease-free  animals.  It  is 
essential  that  we  protect  the  public  with 
the  best  possible-  inspection  and,  actually, 
this  is  the  best  argument  for  not  transfer¬ 
ring  the  meat  inspection  service  from  re¬ 
search  to  marketing.  It  should  remain  in 
research  where  it  serves  as  a  protective  meas¬ 
ure. 

Mr  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  KYL.  Perhaps  I  misunderstood 
the  gentleman  from  the  irrigated  areas 
of  the  great  Northwest.  In  further  re¬ 
gard  to  the  question  posed  by  the  gentle-*, 
man  from  Iowa  and  the  cost  involved 
here,  I  think  we  ought  to  clarify  a  point. 
When  we  look  over  the  list  of  expendi¬ 
tures  here,  we  have  such  things  as 
school  lunch  programs,  school  milk  pro¬ 
grams,  rural  housing,  which  is  nonfarm 
housing,  the  contributions  to  the  foreign 
aid  program  both  through  the  supplies 
and  technical  assistance  and  so  on. 
These  expenditures  cannot  in  fact  be 
charged  to  the  farmers  even  though  this 
is  an  agricultural  appropriation.  Is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HORAN.  The  only  fault  with  the 
American  farmer  is  that  he  is  just  too 
efficient,  I  will  say  to  my  colleague  from 
Iowa,  and  I  am  happy  to  be  a  Representa¬ 
tive  of  a  rather  large  agricultural  area 
with  many  fine  producers. 

Mr.  KYL.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield 
further,  it  is  rather  misleading,  if  not 
illogical,  to  say  we  are  spending  X  num¬ 
ber  of  dollars  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  this  means  that  $1,040  is 
going  to  each  farm  in  the  United  States? 
This  is  an  illogical  conclusion,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  I  think,  added  to  that, 
would  be  the  Public  Law  480  expendi¬ 
tures  which  are  indirectly  foreign  aid 
but  which  is  charged  to  the  farmers  and 
which  should  not  be  so  charged.  I  think 
the  record  ought  to  show  that. 

Mr.  HORAN.  The  record  should,  and 
I  think  it  does  not  when  we  consider  the 
foreign  aid  bill.  We  ought  to  add  those 
totals  to  what  we  appropriate  as  foreign 
aid,  which  totals  we  do  not  add  now. 
These  amounts — and  they  run  over  $1 
billion — are  not  added  to  the  foreign 
aid  program  and  are  not  considered  as  a 
part  of  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  HORAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  The  record  should 
show  that  this  amount  was  figured  in 
the  colloquy  between  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  and  the  gentleman  from 
Florida — that  all  of  this  or  so  much  of 
it  is  charged  to  the  farmer,  which  should 
not  be  done.  It  should  be  clarified  that 
some  of  this  should  be  charged  to  the 


foreign  aid  program  although  it  is  not 
being  done,  but  appears  to  be  charged  to 
the  farmers.  That  should  be  cleared  up 
in  the  record,  in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  HORAN.  It  should  be. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  HORTON.  I  note  in  the  bill 
which  calls  for  an  appropriation  of 
approximately  $6  billion  that  approxi¬ 
mately  40  percent  of  this  is  for  reim¬ 
bursement  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  or  some  $2.5  billion. 

Would  the  gentleman  comment  on  the 
large  proportion  of  the  appropriation 
that  is  set  aside  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  indicate  whether 
or  not  he  feels  there  is  any  chance  in  the 
future  to  reduce  this  amount? 

Mr.  HORAN.  Well,  in  the  colloquy 
which  I  had  with  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  on  the  need  for 
stepping  up  sales  of  stored  inventories 
under  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  that  is  about  the  only  way  we  can 
reduce  this  thing. 

We  did  not  have  any  trouble  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  until 
about  1951,  because  we  were  feeding  a 
good  share  of  the  world  then  with  the 
commodities  which  we  produced  here. 
However,  this  has  happened  since  that 
time. 

As  of  now  I  do  not  see  much  chance  of 
greatly  reducing  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation’s  capital  structure.  We 
have  had  to  repair  it  from  time  to  time. 
That  is,  of  course,  what  this  money  is  de¬ 
signed  for. 

Mr.  HORTON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  of  course  a  good  part  of 
this  expenditure  by  the  Corporation  is 
for  subsidies  on  farm  prices;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HORAN.  Well,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  of  course,  places 
loans  on  produced  crops.  So  I  suppose 
you  could  call  it  that  under  price  sup¬ 
ports,  or  call  it  whatever  you  wish. 

Mr.  HORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
bill,  H.R.  6754,  we  are  considering  would 
appropriate  approximately  $6  billion  for 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
fiscal  year  1964. 

Other  than  expenditures  for  national 
defense  and  interest  payments  on  the 
public  debt,  this  appropriation  is  the 
largest  single  item  in  the  spending  of 
Federal  funds. 

Within  the  agriculture  budget,  we  find 
close  to  half  of  the  entire  amount  is  in¬ 
tended  to  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  its  losses.  Specif¬ 
ically,  this  amounts  to  $2.5  billion  or  42 
percent  of  the  total  amount  recom¬ 
mended  in  this  bill. 

What  are  these  losses  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  reimburses?  In  a  word,  the 
answer  is  “subsidy.”  The  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  anticipates  a  “red 
ink”  operation  in  its  price  support  and 
other  programs  of  $2.5  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1964.  This  is  10  percent  above  their 
deficit  spending  of  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

Both  the  legislative  and  executive 
branches  of  the  Government  have  been 
challenged  by  the  decisive  action  of  the 
Nation’s  farmers  in  defeating  the  wheat 
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referendum  to  develop  programs 
promptly  that  will  terminate  Govern¬ 
ment  intervention.  Policies  of  forcible 
equalization  through  Government  con¬ 
trols,  price  supports,  and  cash  subsidies 
have  seriously  upset  our  agricultural 
economy. 

This  welfare  policy  approach  has  built 
a  false  economic  structure.  Neither  the 
capital  invested  by  the  Government  nor 
farm  production  are  adjusted  to  and  reg¬ 
ulated  by  the  total  domestic  and  foreign 
demand. 

The  solution  lies  in  restoration  of  free¬ 
dom  of  decision  to  farmers  in  the  use  and 
management  of  their  land,  and  to  permit 
agriculture  to  achieve  a  balance  between 
its  products  and  its  markets.  Govern¬ 
ment  control  and  support  will  not  pro¬ 
duce  a  free  market. 

(Mr.  HORTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  course 
is  given  the  responsibility  of  making 
these  recommendations  to  the  House.  I 
would  like  to  ask  my  subcommittee 
chairman  a  question: 

It  is  our  responsibility  to  see  where 
the  expenditure  of  all  Federal  funds 
goes,  and-  what  is  done  with  them.  Yet 
in  this  bill  we  have  $40  million  or  so 
recommended  for  the  State  experiment 
stations.  We  just  passed  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  which  came  out  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  which  will  provide  x 
numbers  of  dollars  in  next  year’s  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  additional  facilities. 

Now,  we  find,  without  going  through 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  without  re¬ 
porting  to  us  that  our  State  experiment 
stations  have  been  getting — well,  in  1962 
they  got  $15.5  million  of  Federal  funds 
from  other  departments. 

In  the  current  fiscal  year,  $16*/2  mil¬ 
lion.  In  the  committee  report  it  is 
stated: 

The  land  grant  colleges  are  the  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  centers  and  their  cooperative  agri¬ 
cultural  research  is  highly  essential.  In 
addition,  they  are  doing  research  for  the 
Department  of  Defense,  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission,  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  and  others,  through  grants  and 
contracts  totaling  $16.5  million  in  fiscal  year 
1962  and  over  $16.5  million  in  fiscal  year  1963. 
The  commitee  believes  that  these  extra 
activities  should  not  be  allowed  to  adversely 
affect  their  regular  agricultural  research 
work.  The  committee  requests  that  full  in¬ 
formation  showing  amounts  of  such  grants 
and  contracts  to  the  State  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  and  the  purposes  of  the  research  be 
presented  each  year  in  as  much  detail  as 
possible  as  a  part  of  the  supporting  material 
for  the  regular  annual  Federal  appropriation. 

I  would  like  to  have  some  comment 
from  my  colleague  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten!  .  This  appropriation  for  State 
experimental  stations  has  risen  from 
$19  million  in  10  years  to  now  it  is  crowd¬ 
ing  $60  million.  This  is  another  case  of 
an  extremely  valuable  facility,  a  State 


experimental  station,  but  where  do  you 
stop?  That  is  the  question  before  us. 
They  do  good  work,  and  I  would  like  to 
have  some  comment  on  that  from  my 
chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  were  in  accord 
that  at  any  time,  in  dealing  with  this 
Department  or  any  other,  we  should 
know  what  funds  are  available  to  any 
State  group  for  any  particular  purpose. 
We  thought  it  well,  however,  that  all  of 
the  activities  and  all  of  the  funds  be 
brought  together  where  we  could  see 
them,  so  that  Congress  could  see  them. 

Mr.  HORAN.  This  is  one  place  where 
we  have  not  completed  our  work  in  cata¬ 
loging  all  of  the  research  that  is  done. 
We  have  all  the  facts  in  several  Federal 
research  fields  and  during  our  recitation 
of  those  facts  was  actually  embarrassing 
to  some  of.  our  witnesses  who  were  un¬ 
aware  of  all  that  was  being  done,  as  the 
gentleman  may  recall. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  In  our  hearings  we 
brought  together  the  facilities,  the  loca¬ 
tions,  the  number  of  activities,  so  that 
we  would  have  a  place  where  you  could 
go  and  see  what  we  were  doing  now. 
May  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  this  subcommittee  for  12  to  14 
years,  I  believe  I  can  truthfully  say  99 
percent  of  the  people  coming  to  me  as 
chairman,  asking  for  a  research  funds 
increase,  have  not  known  what  we  were 
already  doing  in  that  area. 

Mr.  HORAN.  That  is  right,  and  we 
intend  to  follow  through  on  that  and  get 
the  answers  so  that  we  can  properly  re¬ 
port  to  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  other  things 
I  would  like  to  interrogate  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten!  on,  that  involves  the  loyalty 
oath,  that  involves  other  matters  that  I 
think  should  be  discussed,  but  I  have 
used  all  the  time  I  think  it  fair  for  me  to 
take. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  30  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Michel!. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  Committee,  today  we 
are  talking  about  a  bill  that  involves 
on  its  face  something  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  $6  billion.  I  thought  it  might  be 
well  at  this  particular  juncture  to  re¬ 
mind  my  colleagues  that  the  total  ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  were  $5.4 
billion;  in  1961  it  had  risen  to  $5,929  bil¬ 
lion;  in  1962  it  had  risen  to  $6,668  bil¬ 
lion;  and  in  1963,  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
we  are  today,  we  will  close  the  books 
on  June  30  with  total  expenditures  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  totaling 
$7,493  billion,  an  increase  on  the  ex¬ 
penditure  side  of  $2  billion  over  the  peri¬ 
od  of  roughly  3  years.  So,  when  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  tells  the  coun¬ 
try  that  we  are  operating  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  all  its  activities 


at  a  lesser  rate  than  when  he  took  over, 
these  figures  will  refute  those  state¬ 
ments,  and  I  would  remind  my  colleagues 
that  these  figures  have  all  been  checked 
out  with  the  budget  officer  of  the  De¬ 
partment  within  the  last  2  or  3  hours. 

Now,  may  I  also  say  with  respect  to 
the  personnel  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  you  have  something  like  116,- 
000  people  working  for  the  Department 
as  of  last  year,  and  there  is  a  request  for 
better  than  5,000  more  this  year.  The 
report  deals  with  this  subject  on  page 
5,  and  it  indicates  that  we  have  had  a 
total  increase  of  17,664  man-years,  near¬ 
ly  37  percent,  since  the  year  1954. 

May  I  say,  too,  in  this  area  of  the 
number  of  employees  in  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  Service,  we  made  a  recent 
study  in  Illinois,  headed  up  by  Mr. 
George  Theim,  formerly  with  the  Chi¬ 
cago  Daily  News,  for  the  Illinois  State 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  which  showed 
that  when  you  add  up  all  the  full-  and 
part-time  employees  for  the  ASCS  in  Il¬ 
linois  alone,  my  home  State,  we  have 
one  of  those  part-time  or  full-time  em¬ 
ployees  for  every  19  farm  operators,  I 
say  this  is  cause  for  concern  for  those 
of  us  who  must  fund  this  bill  each  year. 

I  think  it  also  fair  to  point  out,  as  has 
been  indicated  here  by  several  people, 
that  not  all  of  the  funds  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill  go  directly  to 
the  farmer.  If  you  look  closely  at  the 
report,  you  will  see  that  $1,889  billion  of 
that  goes  for  foreign  assistance  or  other 
activities  abroad.  Now,  there  are  two 
ways  of  looking  at  this.  You  can  say 
“Oh,  we  should  not  be  so  concerned 
about  these  surpluses  because  we  are 
sending  most  of  it  abroad,  giving  it  away, 
in  effect,  for  local  currencies,  to  the  tune 
of  about  $2  billion  a  year.”  On  the  other 
side,  however,  if  we  did  not  have  those 
surpluses  in  this  country  to  the  extent 
that  we  do,  the  chances  are  we  would 
not  be  selling  them  abroad  for  local  cur¬ 
rencies,  which  are,  in  effect,  a  net  loss 
to  the  American  taxpayer,  when  we  have 
to  come  back  each  year  and  replenish 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s 
capital  impairment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  on  paper  it  looks 
as  though  we  are  cutting  this  bill  some 
$389  million,  I  would  say  in  all  frank¬ 
ness  that  it  will  not  stand  up  through 
the  fiscal  year.  Mark  my  word  the  De¬ 
partment  -will  be  up  here  with  supple¬ 
mental  totaling  anywhere  from  a  quar¬ 
ter  to  a  half  billion  dollars  more.  I  am 
going  to  insert  a  table  for  the  fiscal  years 
1960  through  1963  which  shows  what  has 
happened  in  these  years  when  we  have 
made  phony  cuts  in  this  CCC  capital 
structure  account.  These  are  net  real¬ 
ized  losses  which  must  be  met  and  there 
is  no  way  to  duck  them,  couch  or  hide 
them  from  public  view.  The  only  trou¬ 
ble  is  it  has  never  been  brought  to  light 
until  a  year  or  so  after  the  fact,  but  I 
intend  to  keep  the  spotlight  on  this  from 
time  to  time. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  and  appropriations  for  foreign  assistance  programs 
and  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  net  realized  losses,  fiscal  years  1960-63 


Budget 

estimate 

House 

bill 

Senate 

bill 

Act 

$1, 535, 424,  413 

$1, 435,  424,  413 

$1, 435, 424, 413 

$1, 435, 424,  413 

100, 000, 000 

100, 000,  ooo 

100, 000, 000 

575, 000, 000 

575, 000, 000 

575, 000, 000 

1, 072, 524,  000 

1, 072,  524,  000 

1,  072,  524,  000 

1,  072,  524,  000 

192, 875, 000 

192,  875, 000 

192, 875, 000 

192, 875,  000 

1,  325, 000,  000 

1,  226,  500, 000 

1, 226,  500,  000 

1,  226,  500,  000 

» 1,  017,  610, 000 

0) 

1,017,  610,000 

996, 000,  000 

988, 094, 000 

988, 094, 000 

988, 094, 000 

‘1,608,  685,000 

(2) 

1,  608, 685,  000 

471,  992,  000 

455,  522,  000 

455,  522,  000 

455,  522, 000' 

>  251, 953, 000 

(2) 

251,  9,53, 000 

1,017,610,000 

1, 017, 610, 000 

1,  710,  610, 000 

1, 017,  610, 000 

1, 608, 685, 000 

1,608,  685,000 

1,  608, 685, 000 

1,  608,685,000 

251, 953, 000 

251,  953, 000 

251,  953, 000 

251,953,000 

1,464,  368,000 

1,  404,  319, 000 

1,  404, 319, 000 

1,  404, 319, 000 

245,  481, 000 

195, 681, 000 

195, 681, 000 

195, 681, 000 

2, 489, 955, 000 

2,  728, 455, 000 

2,066,955,000 

2, 278, 455, 000 

1,  747, 000, 000 

1, 370, 632, 000 

939, 000, 000 

1, 370, 632, 000 

508, 172, 000 

508, 172, 000 

608, 172, 000 

508, 172, 000 

439, 935, 000 

206, 218, 000 

108,  517, 000 

206,  218, 000 

Fiscal  year  1960: 

Reimbursement  for  CCC  net  realized  losses: 
Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 

Act _ _ _ _ _ 

2d  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act: 

Unrestored  balance  of  1958  capital  im¬ 
pairment _ 

Partial  restoration  of  1959  capital  im¬ 
pairment _ 

Public  Law  480  (titles  I  and  II) - 

Other  foreign  assistance  items _ _ 

Fiscal  year  1961: 

Reimbursement  for  CCC  net  realized  losses: 
Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 

Act _ 

3d  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act - 

Public  Law  480  (titles  I  and  II): 

Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 

Act _ _ _ 

3d  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act - 

Other  foreign  assistance  items: 

Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 

Act _ - - 

3d  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act - 

Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act: 
Fiscal  year  1962: 

Reimbursement  for  CCC  net  realized  losses _ 

Public  Law  480  (titles  I,  II,  and  IV): 

1961  costs - - - 

1962  costs . . . . . 

Other  foreign  assistance  items: 

1961  costs _ _ _ _ — 

1962  costs _ _ _ 

Fiscal  year  1963: 

Reimbursement  for  CCC  net  realized  losses _ 

Public  Law  480  (titles  I,  II,  and  IV): 

Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriation 

Act - - - 

Supplemental  appropriation  (title  I) . 

Other  foreign  assistance  items . — . ... 


i  These  items  were  shifted  from  the  1962  original  budget  for  consideration  as  1961  supplemental  appropriations. 
Since  they  were  not  approved  by  the  Congress,  they  were  subsequently  appropriated  in  the  1962  Agricultural  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act. 
i  Submitted  directly  to  Senate. 


In  addition,  under  the  school  lunch 
program,  which  benefits  our  urban  and 
city  centers  around  the  country,  there 
is  $137  million  in  this  bill,  plus  $45  mil¬ 
lion  transferred  from  section  32  funds. 

For  the  school  milk  program,  that  ben¬ 
efits  the  city  children,  there  is  $100  mil¬ 
lion.  For  all  of  the  area  of  research 
activities,  including  meat  and  poultry 
inspection,  there  is  something  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $175  to  $180  million,  or 
in  total,  something  like  $2,300  million,  or 
$2,400  million,  in  which  the  urban  centers 
share  in  this  agricultural  appropriation 
bill. 

This  brings  me  to  another  point.  With 
400,000  people  a  year  leaving  the  farms 
and  coming  into  the  cities  and  the  urban 
centers  which  are  moving  out  into  the 
rural  areas,  we  have  problems  ahead. 
Some  of  the  areas  in  which  we  find  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  engaging,  it 
seems  to  me  would  be  a  responsibility 
which  would  more  appropriately  lie  in 
the  Department  of  Commerce  or  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  We  find 
under  the  Watershed  Protection  Act  now 
that  the  people  of  Los  Angeles  are  think¬ 
ing  seriously  of  a  watershed  protection 
program  for  the  city  of  Los  Angeles.  In 
the  area  of  flood  control,  this  does  not 
only  benefit  the  farmers,  but  a  number 
of  the  big  urban  centers. 

When  you  talk  about  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration,  five  out  of 
six  new  customers  of  the  REA  lines  are 
urban  dwellers.  They  are  getting  the 
benefit  of  a  low  interest  rate  from  the 
Government. 

This  brings  me  to  the  testimony  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  when  he  came 


before  our  subcommittee.  I  had  to  make 
the  point  in  the  hearings  that  never  be¬ 
fore  had  I  heard  a  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  talk  about  so  many  things  other 
than  agriculture.  The  Secretary  talked 
about  rural  area  development,  which  was 
in  effect,  slum  clearance. 

He  mentioned  specifically;  industriali¬ 
zation  of  our  rural  areas;  recreation, 
such  as  golf  courses  and  fishing  ponds; 
the  food  stamp  plan,  manpower  retrain¬ 
ing,  nonfarm  employment,  and  housing 
for  the  elderly.  All  of  these  things  took 
up  two-thirds  or  three-fourths  of  the 
Secretary’s  testimony  before  our  sub¬ 
committee  in  his  prepared  statement. 
So  we  are  at  that  point  where  we  find 
agriculture  blossoming  out  into  all  other 
areas. 

You  will  notice  in  the  report  one  of  the 
first  specific  items  given  treatment  was 
the  REA  program.  I  want  to  skip  over 
this  at  this  point  and  come  back  to  it 
because  I  have  some  very  serious  things 
to  say  about  that,  but  let  me  go  on  in 
our  report  in  chronological  order  here. 
For  example,  on  page  9  of  the  report  on 
research  we  find  sums  are  being  ear¬ 
marked  for  research  on  corn,  peanuts, 
rice,  tobacco,  cotton,  and  wheat. 

I  think  it  should  be  pointed  out  in 
these  areas  that  much  of  this  money 
for  research  is  disproportionate  to  the 
amount  of  total  dollar  volume  of  the 
particular  commodity.  A  little  later  on 
I  hope  to  give  some  up-to-date  figures 
other  than  those  which  show  in  the  re¬ 
port,  bringing  for  example,  com,  cotton, 
wheat,  and  the  other  basic  commodities, 
more  realistically  in  line  with  what  con¬ 
ditions  do  exist  today  as  against  the  last 


fig'ires  which  were  available  for  inser¬ 
tion  in  this  report. 

On  page  14  of  the  report  it  says 
specifically  that  as  of  February  28,  1963, 
there  was  in  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  stocks  of  com  totaling  $1,049  mil¬ 
lion;  cotton — upland — totaling  $810  mil¬ 
lion;  and  wheat  totaling  $1,998  million. 

As  of  April  30,  a  more  revised  date,  we 
find  that  there  is  a  considerable  improve¬ 
ment  on  com.  It  is  now  down  from 
better  than  $1  billion  to  $779  million. 
Cotton  is  at  the  same  level  of  $810  mil¬ 
lion.  Wheat  has  increased  from  $1,998 
million  to  $2,294  million.  If  I  may  turn 
to  page  25  of  the  report  and  page  17  of 
the  bill,  that  has  to  do  with  the  food 
stamp  plan.  The  administration  wanted 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $51 
or  $52  million  to  implement  this  pilot 
program. 

Mr.  HORAN.  $51,500,000. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  cor¬ 
rects  me,  $51.5  million.  We,  by  vote  of 
the  committee,  reduced  that  figure  to 
$40  million.  Personally,  I  am  opposed 
to  the  entire  program  but  in  the  interest 
of  compromise  we  have  done  something 
in  the  way- of  cutting  back  this  figure. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
the  gentleman,  with  reference  to  the  food 
stamp  plan,  would  advice  the  commit¬ 
tee  what  was  the  original  purpose  of  the 
food  stamp  plan.  Was  it  not  to  get  rid 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  This  is  true.  But  now 
we  see  it  being  used  in  many  areas  ap¬ 
parently  as  a  political  gimmick,  to  satisfy 
large  masses  of  people.  I  think  we  dis¬ 
closed  that  in  the  last  year,  in  26  new 
areas  or  congressional  districts  in  which 
this  plan  was  put  into  effect,  25  were  held 
by  Democratic  Members  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
glad  the  gentleman  emphasized  that 
point  because  it  has  now  become  entirely 
a  welfare  program  and  is  no  longer  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  disposal  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  It  has  gone  very 
far  afield. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  There  is  no  question 
about  it.  My  concern  is,  if  this  is  broad¬ 
ened  further,  we  never  will  be  able  to 
come  back  to  any  normal  balance  in  it. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Also  I  want  to  remind 
the  gentleman  that  this  entire  program 
apparently  is  still  in  the  pilot  stage.  No 
one  knows  what  the  costs  and  implica¬ 
tions  of  such  a  program  would  be  if  it 
became  nationwide. 

Mr. .  MICHEL.  That  is  so  true,  Mr. 
Hoeven,  and  now  I  would  like  to  turn  to 
page  28.  There  is  one  sentence  which 
says  that  “no  funds  are  included  for 
administering  the  1964  feed  grains  bill.” 
This  comes  about  as  a  result  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  which  was  deleted,  during  the  de¬ 
bate  on  the  feed  grains-  bill,  through  my 
amendment.  I  might  say,  however,  that 
there  was  some  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  this  involved  only  administrative 
expenses  or  all  the  funds  involved  in  the 
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1964  feed  grains  bill  for  payments  to 
farmers. 

The  opinion  of  the  Solicitor,  Mr.  Bag- 
well,  of  the  Department,  dated  April  26, 
to  Secretary  Freeman,  the  day  after  the 
bill  passed  the  House,  was  that  it  only 
involved  administrative  expenses.  The 
other  body  in  their  report,  dated  May  9, 
specified  this  and  so  we  are  open  here 
in  effect  to  an  interpretation  by  the  De¬ 
partment’s  own  Solicitor  rather  than 
taking  the  legislative  history  as  we  de¬ 
veloped  it  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

On  page  29  there  is  discussed  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  agricultural  conservation  pay¬ 
ments.  I  understand  that  there  will  be 
an  amendment  offered  to  this  at  a  later 
time  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Moorhead],  so  rather  than 
take  the  time  of  the  House  at  this  point 
I  shall  defer  on  that  other  than  to  say 
that  in  my  committee  I  reserved  on  that 
point. 

In  years  passed  I  sponsored  amend¬ 
ments  to  cut  it  because  I  cannot  see 
any  sense  in  a  good  measure  of  it  and 
will  support  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
when  it  is  offered. 

On  page  30  of  the  report  we  talk 
about  the  conservation  reserve  program. 
The  committee  points  out  that  there  are 
1.3  million  acres  of  land  in  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  as  of  December  31,  1962, 
which  has  now  come  out  of  the  reserve. 
The  report  does  not  say  that  in  this 
year,  1963,  there  will  be  6  million  acres 
additional  coming  out  of  the  reserve. 
The  question  that  comes  to  our  mind  is 
this:  What  do  we  do  with  those  6  million 
acres?  Do  they  go  back  into  production 
or  do  we  arrive  at  some  payment  figure 
to  keep  them  out  of  production  again  for 
another  three,  five,  or  any  number  of 
years  that  we  might  arbitrarily  set?  The 
point  is,  it  is  going  to  cost  an  additional 
sum  over  and  above  what  we  are  appro¬ 
priating  in  this  bill  to  do  that  job,  or  the 
results  will  bring  about  increases  in 
production. 

On  page  31  of  the  report  the  matter  of 
rural  areas  development  comes  into  play. 
Personally,  I  am  opposed  to  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  we  are  just  opening  up 
the  door  here  to  another  real  boondog¬ 
gling  operation.  Frankly,  some  of  the 
folks  who  testified  before  the  committee 
who  are  in  charge  of  coordinating  the 
activities  here  really  have  no  final  say  as 
to  whether  or  not  a  project  is  good  or  bad. 
All  they  are  is  a  collection  agency  for 
information,  facts  and  figures,  and  the 
decision  as  to  whether  or  not  a  project 
gets  an  OK  comes  topside.  I  think  that 
ought  to  be  clarified. 

Now,  if  I  might  turn  to  this  area  of  ' 
rural  electrification,  may  I  say  this  is  the 
first  year  in  which  our  committee  has 
taken  such  a  strong  position  in  our  re¬ 
port.  I  would  like  to  draw  your  partic¬ 
ular  attention  to  a  number  of  the  points 
that  have  been  made  by  our  chairman, 
who  authors  the  subcommittee  report. 
May  I  point  out  to  you  page  7  where  we 
talk  about  these  standards  that  have 
been  established  with  respect  to  financial 
reserves  of  rural  electrification  co-ops. 

Several  years  ago  we  found  that  these 
cooperatives  were  borrowing  money  at  2 
percent  and  reinvesting  it  in  Government 


securities  bearing  interest  in  excess  of  2 
percent,  sometimes  as  much  as  4  percent 
or  more.  These  new  regulations  now 
provide  for  investment  of  reserves  of 
REA  co-ops  in  a  special  Treausry  note 
bearing  an  interest  rate  of  2  percent. 
REA  co-ops  have  taken  advantage  of 
this  to  the  extent  of  $23  million.  What 
I  want  to  point  out  is  that  over  and  above 
this  there  are  $289  million  of  REA  co-op 
funds  reinvested  in  Government  secu¬ 
rities  bearing  an  interest  rate  in  excess 
of  2  percent.  This  is  not  right,  and  it 
ought  to  be  stopped  immediately. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Always  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BECKER.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  have  for  years  been  fighting 
to  amend  this  Rural  Electrification  Act 
to  force  REA  to  pay  the  going  rate  of 
interest,  about  which  the  gentleman  has 
just  been  talking,  where  the  REA  has 
been  borrowing  at  2  percent  and  the 
Government,  the  taxpayers,  have  to  pay 
as  high  as  4  percent,  with  the  REA  in¬ 
vesting  its  surplus  in  Government  funds. 

On  page  8  of  the  report  it  is  stated : 

With  regard  to  any  further  generation  and 
transmission  loan  approved,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  should  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that  each  of  these  steps  has  been 
taken  and  that  the  private  supplier  had 
been  given  an  opportunity  to  make  the  con¬ 
tract  reasonable,  specifying  the  details,  and 
had  refused  or  failed  to  do  so. 

This  is  a  weapon  over  private  power. 
Nor  do  we  know  when  private  power 
does  not  comply  with  the  qualification 
of  REA. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  had  an  amendment 
prepared  to  this  bill  which  I  could  not 
get  accepted  by  the  committee  because  it 
was  suggested  that  a  point  of  order  would 
lie  against  it.  Because  of  that  fact  I 
have  today  introduced  legislation  that 
would  call  on  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  to  take  action  in  this  area. 

In  answer  specifically  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  we  found  that  we  never  could  get 
anything  in  writing  from  REA.  You 
can  ask  the  cooperative  and  they  will  say 
the  power  companies  are  lying.  I  can¬ 
not  take  the  position  on  either  side  un¬ 
less  I  have  all  the  necessary  data.  When 
I  ask  REA  and  say,  “What  have  you  got 
in  writing  and  what  is  your  offer?”  I 
cannot  find  anything  in  writing  except 
in  a  few  instances.  To  correct  this  situa¬ 
tion,  I  say  that  there  is  an  opportunity 
under  the  Administrative  Procedures 
Act  for  a  hearing  examiner  to  hear  both 
sides  under  oath. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  REA  program  has 
become  the  most  controversial  program 
confronting  the  Congress  today.  It  has 
become  controversial  because  the  present 
Administrator  and  staff  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  are  using 
this  program  to  build  a  Federal  empire 
and  to  advance  economic  philosophies 
in  a  manner  never  contemplated  or  in¬ 
tended  by  the  drafters  of  the  1936  REA 
Act. 

The  situation,  in  my  opinion,  has 
reached  the  point  where  we  must  do 
something  to  bring  this  freewheeling 
Federal  agency  under  control.  I  think 
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we  owe  it  to  our  constituents,  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  Nation  to  demonstrate  in 
some  concrete  fashion  that  our  great 
system  of  checks  and  balances  can  and 
does  function  when  the  need  arises. 

With  these  thoughts  in  mind,  as  I  men¬ 
tioned,  I  have  today  introduced  a  bill 
which  I  think  is  eminently  reasonable 
and  which  will,  I  hope,  do  something  to 
restore  some  semblance  of  rationality  in 
the  REA  program  as  well  as  provide  a 
measure  of  restraint  and  control  over  the 
REA  Administrator. 

My  bill  is  directed  at  two  key  phases 
of  the  REA  program.  The  first  phase 
relates  to  the  granting  of  generation  and 
transmission  loans.  The  second  phase 
relates  to  the  question  of  the  interest 
rate  on  REA  loans. 

It  is  in  the  granting  of  G.  &  T.  loans 
where  the  Administrator  has  been  par¬ 
ticularly  guilty  of  deviating  from  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  law  as  originally  spelled  out 
by  Congress.  Aided  by  a  cloak  of  secrecy 
he  has  been  able  to  make  G.  &  T.  loans 
during  the  past  18  months  which  go  com¬ 
pletely  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  law. 
He  has  made  these  loans  not  as  an  un¬ 
biased  Administrator  with  a  broad  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  the  public  but  as  a  parti¬ 
san  advocate  of  an  economic  philosophy 
which  I  believe  the  American  public  is 
opposed  to — the  philosophy  of  expanding 
the  role  of  government  in  our  lives. 

I  would  draw  the  attention  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  a  bill  introduced  in  the  other 
body  earlier  this  week  which  is  designed 
to  remove  the  secrecy  from  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  Government  agencies.  This  bill 
has  been  sponsored  by  14  Senators  and  in 
a  statement  they  have  issued  they  point 
out  that  “the  public  is  helpless  if  it  can¬ 
not  obtain  the  facts  about  its  govern¬ 
ment.”  I  cannot  think  of  any  non-de¬ 
fense  agency  where  this  is  more  true  than 
in  the  REA  today. 

I  would  also  point  to  the  comments  of 
the  former  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  as  reported 
in  the  Star  on  June  4.  Mr.  Minow  urged 
the  President  to  divide  the  FCC’s  func¬ 
tions  between  a  single  Administrator  to 
be  responsible  for  policy  decisions  and  an 
administrative  court  to  conduct  hearings 
and  render  judicial  decisions  on  industry 
controversies.  He  maintained,  and  I 
agree  with  him,  that  it  is  not  possible  for 
an  Administrator  to  be  a  good  judge  on 
Monday  and  Tuesday,  a  good  legislator 
on  Wednesday  and  Thursday,  and  a  good 
Administrator  on  Friday.  While  REA  is 
not  a  regulatory  agency,  it  seems  evident 
to  me  that  some  separation  of  functions 
is  called  for. 

In  order  to  provide  the  safeguard  that 
events  have  indicated  is  now  necessary, 
my  bill  proposes  that  any  future  G.  &  T. 
loans  cannot  be  approved  until  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  has  held  a  public 
hearing  in  which  all  interested  parties 
are  given  an  opportunity  to  appear  and 
testify.  This  hearing  is  to  be  conducted 
by  hearing  examiners  appointed  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  11  of  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  and  it  provides  for  appeal 
to  the  courts. 

I  might  point  out  that  the  review  pro¬ 
cedure  set  forth  in  my  bill  is  that  which 
was  proposed  by  a  special  committee  ap- 
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pointed  by  the  Judicial  Conference  set  up 
in  1942.  This  committee  was  appointed 
pursuant  to  a  request  by  Chief  Justice 
Stone  for  a  study  of  the  review  procedure 
of  administrative  agency  orders.  This 
committee,  composed  of  a  distinguished 
group  of  judges,  after  3  years  of  careful 
study  and  consideration  evolved  a  mode 
of  judicial  review  designed  to  provide  the 
most  expeditious  and  satisfactory  means 
of  disposing  of  these  cases. 

This  method  fits  the  present  problem 
perfectly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  consider  that  my  bill 
is  eminently  reasonable.  It  does  not  say 
to  the  Administrator  that  he  shall  not 
make  any  such  G.  &  T.  loans  in  future, 
but  it  does  spell  out  certain  procedures 
and  criteria  which  he  shall  follow  in 
making  these  loans  so  that  at  the  very 
least  he  has  to  establish  a  sound  justi¬ 
fication  for  his  actions.  This  objective 
is  in  keeping  with  the  justification  used 
by  Congress  in  passing  this  act.  It  was, 
perhaps,  most  clearly  stated  by  an 
earlier  Administrator  of  the  REA,  Mr. 
Claude  Wickard,  in  1950,  when  he  said: 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
will  make  loans  to  finance  the  initial  con¬ 
struction  of  generation  facilities  and  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  only  under  the  following 
conditions:  (a)  where  no  adequate  and  de¬ 
pendable  source  of  power  is  available  in 
the  area  to  meet  the  borrower’s  needs,  or 
(b)  where  the  rates  offered  by  the  existing 
power  sources  would  result  in  a  higher  cost 
of  power  to  the  borrowers  than  the  cost 
from  facilities  financed  by  REA. 

Some  time  later,  Mr.  Wickard  wrote 
an  article  which  also  contains  a  very 
clear  expression  of  intent  of  the  REA 
which  I  would  like  to  quote: 

The  Congress,  by  expressing  endorsement 
of  the  REA  policy,  indicates  that  G.  &  T. 
loans  shall  be  used  to  help  the  farmers  of 
America  get  electric  power  in  the  most  re¬ 
liable  manner  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 
For  REA  to  deviate  from  this  policy — either 
by  refusing  to  make  loans  or  by  making 
those  that  do  not  meet  the  requirements — 
would  obviously  be  contrary  to  the  will  of 
the  people  as  expressed  through  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Another  section  of  my  bill  calls  for  an 
amendment  to  the  act  to  restate  the  cri¬ 
teria  for  the  granting  of  G.  &  T. 'loans. 
I  think  this  is  extremely  important  in 
the  light  of  the  fact  that  the  present 
Administrator  has  seen  fit  to  modify 
the  criteria  as  originally  spelled  out  and 
as  quoted  by  Mr.  Wickard  above.  The 
present  Administrator  is  using  the  G. 
&  T.  program  to  build  steam  plants  to 
augment  Federal  hydroelectric  power. 
He  is  using  them  as  a  weapon  against  es¬ 
tablished  electric  companies  not  neces¬ 
sarily  to  get  a  lower  cost  of  power — but 
actually  to  put  electric  companies  out 
of  business. 

The  so-called  third  criterion  which  the 
Administrator  adopted  in  1961,  is  the 
kind  of  device  which  can  be  used  with 
far-reaching  consequences  by  any  Ad¬ 
ministrator  who  so  chooses.  Congress 
cannot  stand  by  idly  and  let  this  pass. 
My  bill  seeks  to  correct  this  situation. 

Finally,  in  the  very  sensitive  area  of 
the  interest  rate  on  REA  loans,  my  bill 
proposes  a  course  which  I  believe  solves 
this  difficult  problem  in  a  manner  that 
is  fair  to  all.  It  will  insure  that  the 


farmer  for  whom  this  program  was  in¬ 
tended  will  continue  to  derive  the  benefit 
of  2-percent  money.  What  my  bill  pro¬ 
poses  is  to  leave  all  distribution  loans — 
and  bear  in  mind  that  this  is  primarily 
the  kind  of  loan  REA  is  supposed  to  be 
making — at  the  2-percent  rate.  But  un¬ 
der  my  bill  all  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion  loans  will  have  to  be  computed  at  an 
interest  rate  that  is  comparable  to  the 
rate  paid  by  the  Treasury  on  its  market¬ 
able  obligations  which  bear  maturity 
dates  comparable  to  the  3  5 -year  period 
of  REA  loans. 

As  my  colleagues  are  well  aware,  the 
interest  on  long-term  Treasury  money  is 
somewhere  in  the  area  of  4  percent. 
When  Congress  set  the  rate  at  2  percent 
in  1944,  it  had  no  intention  whatsoever 
of  making  this  permanent.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  we  in  Congress  have  allowed  our¬ 
selves  to  be  mislead  into  accepting  the 
2-percent  interest  rate  as  something  un¬ 
alterable.  The  legislative  history  shows 
that  this  is  not  true.  I  want  to  state 
again,  very  emphatically,  that  my  bill 
does  not  change  the  rate  for  distribution 
loans  from  the  present  2  percent.  It 
changes  the  rate  only  for  generation  and 
transmission  loans  which  now  are  being 
used  more  and  more  for  purposes  that 
have  nothing  to  do  with  rural  or  farm 
electrification  and  to  benefit  nonfarm, 
nonrural  customers  and  commerce  and 
industry. 

One  of  the  problems  that  has  con¬ 
fronted  those  of  us  who  are  genuinely 
concerned  about  the  direction  in  which 
REA  is  going  is  that  when  this  question 
of  what  to  do  about  REA  comes  up  year 
after  year  in  connection  with  the 
agency’s  requests  for  money,  we  are  told 
that  correcting  the  situation  is  a  matter 
for  the  legislative  committees  and  not 
the  appropriations  committees.  Here  is 
the  opportunity  in  my  bill  to  get  this 
matter  before  a  legislative  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  veil  of  secrecy  shrouds 
this  entire  agency.  We  cannot  find  out 
the  real  truth.  We  find  that  they  avoid 
putting  in  the  record  and  the  proceed¬ 
ings  in  which  they  have  these  negotia¬ 
tions  as  to  what  is  a  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  rate.  It  is  a  terrible  thing  to  have 
cooperatives  maligning  the  private  power 
companies  for  not  coming  up  with  a 
reasonable  rate  when  they  do  not  specify 
what  they  regard  as  a  reasonable  rate. 

I  can  cite  some  examples  here  where 
they  are  completely  off  base. 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  At  this  very  moment  the  private 
utility  companies  of  this  Nation  are  pay¬ 
ing  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in 
taxes  to  the  Federal  Government  in 
order  that  the  REA  might  exist. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  mean  that  is  the 
tragedy  of  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  may  say  that  down  in 
Florida  an  REA  co-op  bid  on  power  to 
the  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  The  Air  Force 
gave  a  rural  electrification  cooperative 
the  contract  to  build  lines  parallel  to  a 
private  utility  to  the  Eglin  Air  Force 
Base  because  the  Air  Force  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  low  bid  did  not  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  the  co-op  got  2-percent 
money  and  that  it  did  not  pay  taxes. 
If  they  took  that  into  account,  they  could 


not  conceivably  be  competitive  with  pri¬ 
vate  power  companies  in  distributing 
power  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  That  is 
one  example.  Let  me  cite  another  one. 

In  Iowa,  where  the  REA  directors  and 
officers  have  used  money  to  build  their 
own  houses  at  a  rate  of  4  percent  while 
the  commercial  banks  in  the  area  ob¬ 
viously  could  not  lend  money  for  home 
mortgages  at  4  percent.  That  is  wrong. 

I  can  cite  a  case  in  Arkansas  where, 
frankly,  the  rural  electrification  was 
completely  off  base  on  the  amount  of 
money  that  would  be  charged  in  mills  per 
kilowatt  hour  as  against  what  the  private 
power  company  could  supply  in  justifica¬ 
tion  for  a  generation  and  transmission 
loan. 

Just  yesterday  before  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  of  the  other  body  in 
open  hearings  the  chairman  of  the 
Southwest  Power  Administration  in  testi¬ 
fying  was  interrogated  along  these  lines 
by  the  very  able  and  astute  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  Following  are 
portions  of  that  incorrected  testimony. 

The  testimony  follows: 

Colloquy  Between  Senator  Ellender  and 
Douglas  Wright,  Administrator  of  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  Re¬ 
garding  REA  Loan  to  Upshur  Cooperative 
op  Gilmer,  Tex. 

Mr.  Wright.  Now,  gentlemen,  mine  is  not 
the  decision  as  to  whether  REA  should  build 
a  generating  plant  or  not.  But  I  would  tell 
you  what  those  people  (Upshur  Co-op)  could 
have  bought  for  under  this  contract  that  we 
made  available  to  them.  (Mr.  Wright  is  re¬ 
ferring  here  to  the  Texas-Louisiana  contract 
where  SWPA  power  is  wheeled  to  cooperatives 
by  private  companies.)  They  could  have 

bought  it  for  6.2  mills  and - 

Senator  Ellender.  Well,  is  that  as  cheap  or 
cheaper  than  if  they  were  to  generate  it? 

Mr.  Wright.  I  know  of  no  generation  sta¬ 
tion,  no  G.  &  T.  in  the  country  who  without 
a  great  deal  of  benefit  through  integration 
with  companies  that  deliver  power  cheaper 
than  8  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 

COLLOQUY  ON  PROPOSED  $54  MILLION  REA  LOAN 
TO  LOUISIANA  ELECTRIC  COOPERATIVE 

Mr.  Wright.  They  (the  cooperative)  have 
been  offered  a  rate  of  6.5  mills  a  kilowatt- 
hour  on  a  10-year  contract  without  fuel 
adjustment.  One  of  the  cooperatives  in  Lou¬ 
isiana,  I  believe  the  largest  in  the  world, 
has  signed  such  a  contract  and  is  receiving 
its  power  at  that  rate.  Now,  I  am  told  that 
gas  prices  are  stabilized — and  I  was  rather 
amazed  that  that  stabilization  happened  at 
the  time  that  I  was  to  appear  before  this 
Appropriations  Committee — but  they  are  sta¬ 
bilized  now  in  the  gulf  coast  area  to  where 
even  the  6.5  mill  rate  offer  may  be  changed  to 
a  six-and-a-quarter-mill  rate  offer  *  *  *. 
Now,  answering  your  question,  Mr.  Senator, 
as  to  whether  or  not — I  think  they  can  gen¬ 
erate  it  and  with  all  the  advantages  they 
can  secure  from  us  in  competition  with 
the  6.5  or  6.4  mill  rate — my  judgment  is  that 
they  cannot. 

Senator  Ellender.  Well,  what  is  your  opin¬ 
ion  as  to  the  cheapest  they  could  manufac¬ 
ture  it  or  produce  it? 

Mr.  Wright.  My  judgment  is  that  if  they 
do  it  for  8  or  7.5  to  8  mills  a  kilowatt-hour, 
they  will  be  doing  mighty  well. 

Senator  Ellender.  So  if  that  plan  should 
go  through,  in  order  to  be  able  to  receive 
this  loan,  it  will  simply  mean  that  the  users 
of  the  electricity  that  they  serve  will  have 
to  pay  more  than  they  were  now  paying  for 
obtaining  this  electricity  from  privately 
owned  utilities,  as  has  been  the  case  with 
the  Southwestern  Louisiana  Co-op — would 
you  agree  to  that? 

Mr.  Wright.  That  is  correct. 
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This  loan  was  made  under  the  third 
criteria  which  just  says,  “To  protect  the 
integrity  or  effectiveness  and  security  of 
the  co-op.”  I  think  that  is  wrong. 

Mr.  BECKER.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  I  intend  to  offer  an  amendment 
to  cut  out  one  part  of  this  bill,  on  the 
REA,  and  I  will  be  able  to  substantiate  it 
by  a  statement  in  the  report  by  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee.  I  shall  offer 
the  amendment  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  in  the  bill 
which  I  have  introduced  today,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  providing  for  an  open  hearing, 
so  that  the  Congress  and  the  general 
public  can  get  the  facts,  we  are  not  elim¬ 
inating  the  authorization  of  moneys  or 
eliminating  the  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  program  but  only  requiring  that 
the  REA  prove  their  case  in  the  public 
light. 

I  also  think  it  is  important  to  point  out 
that  in  my  bill,  I  provide  for  the  contin¬ 
uation  of  2-percent  money  for  distribu¬ 
tion  lines  but  loans  for  generation  and 
transmission  will  be  at  the  going  rate  of 
interest.  When  the  REA  Act  was  first 
enacted,  it  was  to  give  electricity  to  the 
farmer.  Ninety-eight  percent  of  the 
farms  now  are  electrified  and  today  we 
see  that  out  of  this  $400  million  that  was 
appropriated  last  year,  65  percent  is  go¬ 
ing  not  for  distribution  but  rather  for 
generation  and  transmission.  I  say  it 
is  wrong,  particularly  when  these  loans 
are  granted  under  the  third  criteria  as 
against  the  first  and  second  which  I  feel 
are  reasonably  good  grounds  upon  which 
to  grant  loans. 

At  this  point  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
anyone  who  has  any  questions. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I'yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  The  gentleman  refer¬ 
red  early  during  the  debate  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill,  near  the  top  of  page  17, 
and  also  to  language  in  thecommittee 
report  which  appears  at  about  the  center 
of  page  25  thereof. 

This  language  in  the  committee  report 
is  particularly  intriguing  to  me,  because 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  I  can  report  that  our  committee 
has  recently  reported  out  a  cotton  bill 
which  would  authorize  a  subsidy  to  other 
than  the  producer,  possibly  the  mill,  and 
in  the  committee  report  on  page  25  are 
these  words: 

For  example,  an  increased  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  of  1  million  bales  of  cotton  alone 
would  save  the  taxpayers  some  $30  million 
or  more  per  year. 

It  is  curious  that  the  language  which 
appears  on  page  17  of  the  bill  would 
authorize  the  transfer  of  $25  million  to 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  be 
used  to  increase  domestic  consumption 
of  any  farm  commodity.  But  the  first 
farm  commodity  mentioned  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  is  cotton.  It  is  also  inter¬ 
esting  to  note  that  a  bale  of  cotton  weighs 
500  pounds.  A  subsidy  of  5  cents  a 
pound  would  figure  out  at  $25  a  bale. 
Using  the  1-million  bale  figure  which 
is  used  on  page  25  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  jnultiplied  by  $25  per  bale,  it  would 
come  out  exactly  to  $25  million. 


My  question  is  this:  Does  it  appear  to 
the  gentleman  possible  that  this  is  an 
example  of  legislating  with  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  and  authorizing  a  $25  mil¬ 
lion  cotton  subsidy  program  here  today, 
even  despite  the  fact  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  has  taken  action  to  re¬ 
port  out  similar  legislation  on  which  the 
House  itself  has  not  had  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  work  its  will  on  the  enabling  leg¬ 
islation? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  In  answer  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  may  I  say  that  I 
raised  the  question  with  my  subcommit¬ 
tee  chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten!  earlier  in  the 
debate.  I  do  not  believe  I  did  it  nearly 
as  well  as  the  gentleman,  who  is  much 
more  knowledgeable  on  the  cotton  facet 
than  I  am. 

May  I  ask  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  again  to  develop  this?  I  would 
have  to  say  frankly  that  if  we  are  doing 
what  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Findley!  says  can  conceivably  be  done 
by  this  appropriation  bill,  then  I  will 
have  to  raise  a  point  of  order  against 
this  language.  And,  if  we,  through  fail¬ 
ure  to  say  specifically  that  this  does  not 
permit  them  to  do  it,  then  all  the  more 
imperative  it  is  to  strike  this  for  it  repre¬ 
sents  an  open  invitation  for  them  to  do 
exactly  what  a  lot  of  us  do  not  want  to 
see  done. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  may  I  say  to  the 
gentleman,  as  he  well  knows,  that  he  is 
privileged  to  do  that  which  he  feels 
called  upon  to  do,  and  this  includes  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Findley]. 

oHwever,  may  I  point  out  that  under 
existing  law,  section  32  provides  for  vari¬ 
ous  things.  The  reason  that  this  was  in 
the  report  last  year  was  an  effort  in  try¬ 
ing  to  get  some  control — we  provided 
this  year  that  they  report  what  they  had 
to  us  where  we  could  limit  what  was  used 
and  what  it  was  used  for. 

Section  32  itself  provides  for  the  funds 
and  for  what  they  will  be  used.  The 
other  provision  has  to  do  with  wheat 
and  corn  and  all  the  other  commodities, 
but  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  unlimited  authority  now  to  sell 
those  commodities  in  world  markets  at 
whatever  loss  they  care  to  take. 

The  bill  which  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]  is  talking  about 
would  authorize  this.  They  are  already 
authorized  under  the  law  to  sell  in  the 
world  market  and  take  just  as  big  a  loss 
as  they  want  to,  but  we  will  be  taking  up 
the  restoration  of  the  capital  impair¬ 
ment  the  following  year.  The  bill  which 
the  gentleman  tlaks  about  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  domestic  subsidy  of  $42.50  a 
bale  on  cotton,  and  I  have  reference  to 
the  use  of  import  duties.  Here  they  are 
limited.  That  is  what  it  amounts  to 
other  than  increasing  consumption  by  1 
million  bales,  without  that  $42.50  per 
bale,  or  without  exporting  it  at  a  loss. 
That  is  the  best  investment  you  could 
make,  and  I  can  prove  it.  However,  that 
does  not  prevent  the  gentleman  from 
moving  to  strike  out  that  language. 
But  if  the  gentleman  strikes  it  out,  he 
is  then  leaving  it  where  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  the  authority 
and  direction  under  the  law  to  sell  it 


in  world  trade  for  what  it  will  bring, 
and  it  will  cost  about  four  or  five  times 
as  much. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  But  they  do  not  have 
the  power  under  the  law  now  to  pay 
a  subsidy  in  order  to  make  it  competi¬ 
tive? 

Mr.  WHITTEN,  No. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Under  this  they  could 
get  subsidized? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  this,  and 
I  do  not  mean  to  exclude  cotton,  it  is 
just  one  of  the  basic  commodities  for 
which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  large  amounts.  I  would  not 
say  that  section  32  does  not  permit  it 
now.  It  is  rather  broad  in  the  authority 
that  exists  now  as  to  how  they  could 
go  about  making  use  of  these  funds 
through  increased  use.  They  could 
make  payments  to  farmers  to  maintain 
income.  If  a  point  of  order  is  made  to 
this,  I  will  argue  the  point  on  several 
grounds,  but  that  would  strike  the  thing 
that  is  most  beneficial  in  this  provision. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  If  no  point  of  order 
is  raised,  and  it  is  left  as  is,  conceivably 
we  could  have  a  ridiculous  situation.  We 
have  shown  in  the  utilization  laboratory 
at  Peoria  that  you  cannot  convert  corn 
into  alcohol  and  use  it  as  a  gasoline  or 
something  else  for  less  than  45  cents  a 
gallon.  Under  this  language,  the  depart¬ 
ment,  could  be  using  some  of  this  money 
to  prove  a  point  which  has  been  proven 
to  be  impractical. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman,  if  he  has  the  time,  this  is  the 
law  now. 

They  can  use  all  of  that.  If  you  strike 
the  whole  thing  out,  they  still  have  the 
section  32  funds.  The  section  is  an 
important  one. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Jensen]. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
want  to  command  the  chairman  of  this 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 
Agriculture,  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  and  give  equal 
praise  to  the  gentleman  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Horan],  the  minority  member 
of  the  committee,  as  well  as  all  of  the 
members  of  this  committee. 

This  bill  is  one  of  the  most  difficult 
appropriation  bills  to  handle  because  it 
involves  so  many  facets  of  things  that 
must  be  dealt  with  by  this  committee  in 
the  farflung  fields  involving  feed,  food, 
and  price,  as  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  have  already  explained. 

You  have  heard  other  members  ex¬ 
plain  that  only  about  one-half  of  $6 
billion  herein  recommended  will  accrue 
directly  to  the  benefit  of  our  farmers  and 
why  it  all  in  fact  accrues  to  the  benefit 
of  all  the  people. 

I  am  sure  if  every  Member  will  read 
the  report  on  the  bill  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  submitted,  they  will  agree  that 
this  committee  has  done  a  good  job  in 
bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor  There  are 
a  few  items  in  this  bill  which  I  feel  could 
be  less,  but  as  a  whole  it  is  as  good  a 
bill  as  any  group  of  Members  could  de¬ 
vise  under  present  circumstances. 

However,  I  do  feel  that  the  requests  in 
this  bill  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  have  been  pruned  a  little  too  much 
since  this  bill  provides  that  the  SCS 
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shall  absorb  40  percent  of  the  pay  raise 
which  Congress  passed  last  year. 

They  have,  however,  increased  in  fiscal 
year  1964  the  funds  for  small  watersheds 
and  for  new  soil  conservation  districts 
which  come  into  being  constantly  every 
year.  We  now  have  2,950  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  districts  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  Each  one  of  those  districts 
generally  comprises  a  county,  and  more 
districts  are  coming  in  annually.  So,  it 
is  only  right  and  proper  that  more  funds 
should  be  and  must  be  appropriated  to 
man  the  new  offices.  The  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  always  does  a  good  job  with 
the  money  appropriated.  Some  Members 
may  be  surprised  to  know  that  many  of 
our  larger  cities  have  for  years  called  on 
SCS  to  show  them  how  to  conserve  their 
liquid  gold  called  water,  one  of  our  great 
national  problems. 

I  must  say  that  had  every  other  nation 
in  this  world  put  into  effect  a  program  of 
soil  and  moisture  conservation  as  we  did 
37  years  ago  in  the  United  States, 
the  World  Food  Conference,  which 
is  being  held  in  Washington  at  this 
time  with  delegates  here  from  100 
nations  would  not  be  held.  As  I  have 
looked  around  the  so-called  underde¬ 
veloped  countries  of  this  world  I  quickly 
discover,  as  everyone  has  discovered,  that 
every  country  that  forgot  years  and  years 
ago  that  their  soil  would  wear  away, 
wash  away,  and  erode  away  to  the  end, 
that  most  of  their  land  is  now  unproduc¬ 
tive.  There,  hunger  strife  prevails.  I 
only  hope  that  the  great  powerful  land 
barons  in  those  countries,  who  own  most 
of  the  land,  will  awaken  to  the  fact  that 
they  must  conserve  and  build  up  their 
soil  in  such  a  manner  that  their  land 
will  be  more  productive  and  thus  hunger 
will  disappear  in  a  very  few  years.  If 
they  will  do  that  even  the  cold  war  will 
just  that  soon  be  ended. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

(Mr.  JENSEN  was  yielded  2  additional 
minutes  by  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi,  Mr.  Whitten.) 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  clos¬ 
ing  I  must  give  credit  to  the  American 
farmer  who,  during  the  war,  was  urged  to 
produce,  produce,  and  produce  and  whose 
sons,  millions  of  them,  went  to  war. 
They  produced  a  greater  supply  of  food, 
feed,  and  fiber  during  the  war  than  was 
ever  produced  before  in  the  history  of 
this  country.  Many  older  farmers,  their 
younger  sons,  daughters,  and  wives 
worked  in  the  field  around  the  clock  to 
feed  and  clothe  all  America  and  about 
half  of  the  other  people  of  the  world,  our 
allies,  for  which  all  should  be  forever 
grateful.  And  since  then  the  farmer 
still  produces  such  quantities  of  food, 
feed,  and  fiber  that  we  have  built  up 
this  price-depressing  surplus  of  farm 
commodities,  which  has  for  the  last 
decade  produced  an  80-cent  farm  dollar. 

Mr.  Chairman,  along  with  19  other 
Members  of  the  House  from  agricultural 
districts,  I  recently  introduced  a  wheat 
and  feed-grain  bill. 

I  explained  the  provisions  of  my  bill — 
see  page  9521  in  the  Record  of  June  4 — 
and,  by  the  way,  my  good  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Bromwell], 
an  Iowa  farmowner,  joined  me  in  intro¬ 


ducing  an  identical  bill.  It  is  more  lib¬ 
eral  than  the  other  bills  introduced  at 
that  time.  It  will  in  effect  pay  the 
farmer,  in  kind,  quite  liberally.  For 
each  acre  of  corn  that  the  farmers  take 
out  of  production,  they  will  be  paid  on 
an  average  in  kind  of  around  $78  per 
acre,  and  for  wheat  about  $65  per  acre. 

(Mr.  JENSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Natcher]  such  time  as  he  desires. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  join  with  my  chairman  in  his 
comments  concerning  a  new  member  on 
this  committee,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  AddabboL  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Addabbo]  is  one  of 
the  great  Members  of  the  House  and  is 
rendering  real  service  on  our  committee. 
He  is  certainly  nbt  only  serving  his  con¬ 
stituents  well,  but  he  is  serving  his  whole 
State  and  this  entire  section  of  the 
United  States  in  a  very  capable  manner. 

This  bill  contains  a  recommendation 
of  the  sum  off  $5,979,457,000  for  fiscal 
year  1984.  This  bill  provides  the  neces¬ 
sary  funds  for  the  operation  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department’s  activities. 

Agriculture  has  advanced  more  in  the 
past  50  years  in  this  country  than  in  all 
the  prior  years  of  our  history.  Govern¬ 
ment  and  industry  have  furnished  the 
research  that  is  constantly  improving 
our  plants  and  animals,  providing  bet¬ 
ter  management  of  soil  and  water,  dis¬ 
covering  new  uses  for  farm  products, 
and  devising  new  and  better  methods  of 
transporting,  storing,  marketing,  and 
merchandising  farm  products.  For  6.8 
million  workers  on  3.6  million  farms, 
agriculture  is  a  job  and  a  way  of  life. 

Today  1  farmworker  in  the  United 
States  supplies  food  and  fiber  for  27  peo¬ 
ple;  8  were  supplied  by  1  worker  in  1920. 

Population  is  increasing  and  per  capi¬ 
ta  food  output  is  still  inadequate  in  many 
countries.  For  3  billion  people  in  the 
world,  American  agriculture  is  an  ex¬ 
cellent  example  of  abundant  production 
and  one  proof  of  our  successful  demo¬ 
cratic  system. 

One  hour  of  farm  labor  in  this  coun¬ 
try  produces  more  than  four  times  as 
much  food  and  other  crops  as  it  did  in 
1920.  Today,  crop  production  is  70  per¬ 
cent  higher  per  acre,  and  output  per 
breeding  animal  is  90  percent  greater. 
Our  total  agricultural  assets  amount  to 
$214  billion,  which  is  equal  to  nearly 
two-thirds  of  the  market  value  of  all 
corporation  stocks  on  the  New  York 
Stock  Exchange. 

The  average  farm  has  grown  from  134 
acres  in  1880  to  325  acres  in  1963.  We 
are  farming  360  million  acres.  As  farm 
mechanization  grows,  farmers  are  able 
to  handle  more  land.  Each  day  our 
farmer  is  becoming  more  specialized. 
Most  of  our  farms  are  still  family  units, 
and  a  larger  proportion  of  farmers  own 
their  farms  in  whole  or  in  part  today 
than  ever  before.  In  our  50  States  there 
are  some  2.3  billion  acres  of  land;  80  per¬ 
cent  of  this  land  is  agricultural — includ¬ 
ing  forests. 

Since  1949,  retail  prices  of  farm  foods 
have  gone  up  13  percent  and  nonfood 


living  costs  have  gone  up  31  percent. 
We  do  have  a  surplus  of  certain  com¬ 
modities,  and  we  are  strong  enough  to 
manage  and  own  our  surplus. 

We  all  know  that  we  are  in  a  race  with 
the  Soviet  Union  in  outer  space,  but  this 
does  not  apply  to  agriculture.  Our  coun¬ 
try  today  is  the  strongest,  most  produc¬ 
tive,  and  wealthiest  nation  on  earth ;  and 
in  the  field  of  agriculture  we  have  un¬ 
questioned  superiority. 

A  battle  is  being  waged  by  the  Soviet 
Union  against  agricultural  underproduc¬ 
tion  and  food  scarcities.  The  Soviet 
Union  is  growing  at  a  rate  of  3  [4  to  4 
million  a  year  and  it  is  becoming  more 
urbanized. 

It  is  true  that  the  Russian  has  to  fight 
more  against  the  climate  than  our  farm¬ 
er.  To  overcome  this  hardship,  chemical 
fertilizer  would  go  a  long  way,  but  they 
are  still  far  behind  us  in  attempting  to 
increase  their  yield  per  acre. 

They  are  unable  to  produce  enough 
food,  regardless  of  the  number  of  people 
engaged  in  the  process. 

The  American  farmer  is  a  good  cus¬ 
tomer.  He  spends  $26  to  $27  billion  each 
year  for  goods  and  services  to  produce 
crops  and  livestock.  He  also  spends  an¬ 
other  $15  billion  for  appliances,  machin¬ 
ery,  furniture,  and  other  products. 

The  United  States  is  the  world’s  largest 
exporter  of  agricultural  products;  60 
million  acres  of  our  316  million  harvested 
acres  produce  for  export. 

At  least  half  of  the  total  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  bill  applies  directly  to 
benefits  for  the  consumer.  As  the  result 
of  our  research  and  control  programs 
provided  for  under  this  bill,  the  people 
of  this  country  can  buy  food  with  con¬ 
fidence  knowing  -that  it  is  among  the 
safest,  cleanest,  and  most  wholesome  food 
in  the  world. 

This  bill  contains  money  both  for  agri¬ 
culture  and  services  for  consumers.  It 
is  true  that  we  have  produced  a  surplus 
of  certain  commodities.  From  our 
abundance  we  are  sharing  with  our  chil¬ 
dren  and  our  needy.  Funds  are  provided 
in  this  bill  for  our  school  lunch,  milk, 
food  stamp,  and  direct  distribution  of 
food  to  the  needy  programs.  The  school 
lunch  program  now  reaches  over  14  mil¬ 
lion  children  in  64,000  schools.  In  the 
year  1961,  over  7  million  needy  persons 
received  food  through  the  direct  food  dis¬ 
tribution  program  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Over  200,000  people  are  re¬ 
ceiving  supplementary  food  purchasing 
power  through  the  pilot  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram. 

In  considering  the  amount  carried  in 
this  bill,  we  must  keep  in  mind  the  bene¬ 
fits  to  be  received,  not  only  by  the  farmer 
but  by  all  of  the  people  in  this  country. 

Our  committee  recommends  this  bill 
to  the  Members  of  the  House. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Addabbo],  a  member  of 
the  subcommittee. 

(Mr.  ADDABBO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 
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Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
first  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  the 
chairman  of  the  full  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Cannon],  for  having  assigned 
me  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture 
and  Related  Agencies.  Second,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  my  chairman  of  this 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  for  his  won¬ 
derful  presentation  on  this  legislation 
here  today  and  to  say  it  has  been  a  privi¬ 
lege  to  serve  with  him  and  the  other 
able  Members,  on  both  sides,  on  this  sub¬ 
committee. 

Under  the  chairmanship  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi,  a  subject  and 
Department  which  would  normally  hold 
only  limited  interest  for  a  Representa¬ 
tive  from  a  city  district  has  been  clearly 
explained  and  I  have  been  brought  to  a 
fuller  understanding,  under  his  experi¬ 
enced  guidance  through  many  weeks  of 
extensive  hearings. 

I  know  every  Member  of  this  House, 
after  reading  through  the  comprehen¬ 
sive  report  on  this  appropriation  bill, 
will  better  understand  the  importance 
and  the  far-reaching  necessity  and  work 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
how  this  appropriation  not  only  di¬ 
rectly  affects  the  farmer  but  also,  just 
as  directly  and  perhaps  more  so,  the 
consumer. 

True,  the  consumer  pays  most  of  the 
bill,  but  this  entire  program  costs  each 
person  about  $10  per  year  for  which  the 
consumer  receives  the  safest  and  most 
wholesome  food  available  anywhere. 
For  this  food  he  pays  only  about  20  per¬ 
cent  of  his  income,  whereas  in  most  other 
parts  of  the  world  most  people  must 
spend  half  or  more  of  their  available  in¬ 
come  on  food. 

How  does  the  consumer  also  benefit 
under  this  appropriation?  Through  re¬ 
search  we  receive  better  quality  and 
more  wholesome  foods.  Through  re¬ 
search,  plant  and  livestock  diseases  are 
eradicated,  saving  the  consumer  the  ad¬ 
ditional  cost  that  would  of  necessity  have 
to  be  added  on  because  of  crop  or  live¬ 
stock  losses  resulting  from  diseased  prod¬ 
ucts.  Through  research,  additional  local 
and  foreign  markets  can  be  found  for 
our  products  and  our  surpluses  can  be 
better  utilized. 

Through  soil  and  water  conservation, 
watershed  and  flood  control  programs-, 
our  future  generations  will  be  assured  of 
good  lands  and  water  supply. 

This  appropriation  further  directly 
aids  the  consumer  in  providing  special 
milk  and  school  lunch  programs  for  our 
children.  It  provides  for  the  food  stamp 
program,  utilizing  our  surplus  foods  for 
our  needy. 

Yes,  this  bill  also  carries  the  cost  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
which  deals  with  our  farm  surpluses, 
but  this  appropriation  is  for  programs 
passed  by  the  previous  Congress  and  is 
needed  to  fulfill  previous  commitments, 
and  those  opposing  subsidies  must  look 
to  oppose  future  legislation,  not  this  ap¬ 
propriation — for  the  Government  and 
the  Congress  must  fulfill  its  previous 
obligations. 

This  bill  also  provides  for  rural  area 
development,  farm  housing,  and  housing 
for  the  elderly — programs  just  as  neces- 
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sary  for  the  farm  areas  as  for  the  city 
areas.  These  programs  further  aid  the 
city  dweller,  for  if  opportunity  for  de¬ 
cent-  living  is  not  afforded  to  the  rural 
area  dweller,  he  then  moves  to  the  city 
and  adds  to  the  problems  of  unemploy¬ 
ment,  welfare,  et  cetera. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe,  since  the  de¬ 
feat  of  the  last  wheat  referendum,  we 
are  fast  approaching  a  serious  crisis. 
We  have,  on  the  one  hand,  the  farmers 
who  desire  support  prices  without  strict 
controls,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  con¬ 
sumers  who  feel  there  should  be  no  price 
support  programs  at  all. 

I  believe  the  farmers  must  realize  that 
we  live  in  a  dependent  society — their 
existence  depends  on  the  consumer  and 
the  consumer  must  realize  that  his  food 
supply  and  cost  and  the  actual  security 
of  this  Nation  depends  on  the  farmer. 

The  facts  have  proven  that,  at  pres¬ 
ent,  less  than  15  percent  of  our  total 
population  produces  the  necessary  food 
and  fiber  to  supply  the  balance  of  our 
population.  Each  year  this  farm  pop¬ 
ulation  decreases.  To  remain  a  strong 
nation  we  must  be  able  to  produce  our 
own  needs.  Therefore,  we  cannot  afford 
to  destroy  our  farming  society  and  must 
take  steps  to  give  it  an  adequate  living 
standard. 

Labor  is  protected  by  a  minimum  wage 
law — so  farmers’  income  must  be,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  also  so  protected.  However,  the 
farmer  must  remember  labor  receives 
pay  for  what  it  produces  and  if  there 
is  an  over  amount  of  production  there 
is  unemployment.  So,  the  farmer,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  is  entitled  to  a  fair  and  reasonable 
income  and  should  be  protected,  but  if 
he  wishes  this  protection,  he  should  only 
produce  what  is  required  for  consump¬ 
tion  and  for  storage,  only  that  which 
is  necessary  in  the  event  of  an  emer¬ 
gency. 

The  alternative  of  continued  overpro¬ 
duction  and  no  price  supports  would  be 
the  destruction  of  our  small  farmers  and 
then  price  fixing  by  large  cooperatives 
or  the  complete  destruction  of  our  farm¬ 
ing  society,  resulting  in  our  becoming 
an  importing  Nation  instead  of  an  ex¬ 
porting  and  self -producing  Nation.  Also 
greater  unemployment  in  the  cities  would 
result,  for  the  farmer  would  seek  employ¬ 
ment  there. 

The  movement  from  the  farm  to  the 
cities  has  continually  increased  and  the 
farm  population,  just  in  the  last  year, 
has  again  gone  down  several  percent. 

It  is  for  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  am  supporting  this  appropriation 
now  and  again  repeat  that  this  bill  does 
not  carry  any  price  support  funds  for 
future  programs,  but  covers  only  those 
which  have  been  previously  voted  by  the 
Congress  and  obligated  and  agreed  to  by 
the  Government  and  the  farmers. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Hoeven], 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  commend  the 
committee  on  the  adoption  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  on  pages  28  and  29  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  dealing  with  loyalty  pledges 
by  county  ASC  committees  and  the  high 
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pressure  tactics  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  the  recent  wheat  referen¬ 
dum. 

The  language  to  which  I  refer  reads' 
as  follows : 

It  has  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  county  and  community  commit¬ 
teemen  are  being  required  to  sign  statements 
that  they  will  support  the  programs  and 
policies  they  will  administer.  In  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
committee  this  requirement  is  unwarranted 
and  is.not  authorized.  It  has  subjected  the 
activities  of  the  Department  to  severe  par¬ 
tisan  criticism.  The  Secretary  should  dis¬ 
continue  this  requirement. 

The  use  of  any  funds  provided  in  this  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  in  an  effort  to  influence  the 
vote  of  any  participant  in  any  referendum 
on  any  proposed  farm  program  or  pending 
agricultural  legislation  is  not  within  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  and  in  the  opinion  of  the 
committee  would  be  completely  unauthor¬ 
ized. 

This  language  very  concisely  reflects 
my  views  on  this  subject  and  it  is,  I 
feel,  indicative  of  the  position  of  most 
of  my  colleagues  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  who  introduced  legislation 
to  prohibit  loyalty  pledges  by  farmer- 
elected  committeemen  from  taking  force 
and  effect.  In  fact,  34  members  of  the 
committee  including  myself  introduced 
such  legislation.  These  resolutions  have 
been  referred  to  a  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  we  are 
urging  that  prompt  hearings  be  held. 
We  all  know  that  the  ASC  committee¬ 
men  are  elected  by  their  own  neighbors 
and  are  not  employed  by  anyone  in  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  There 
is  ample  existing  authority  to  remove 
them  for  cause  and,  moreover,  the 
farmers  themselves  could  oust  any 
county  committeeman  who  is  not  doing 
a  satisfactory  job  simply  by  not  reelect¬ 
ing  him.  It  was  never  intended  by  the 
Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  should  seek  to  intimidate  or  coerce 
farmer-elected  committeemen  to  support 
any  specific  farm  program.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  Congress  intended  that  ASC 
county  committeemen  should  be  non¬ 
partisan  and  independent.  Secretary 
Freeman  by  his  administrative  order 
could  now  compel  these  farmer-elected 
committeemen  to  become  an  integral 
part  of  the  administration’s  propaganda 
team  by  requiring  them  to  support  pro¬ 
grams  which  they  and  their  farm  neigh¬ 
bors  who  elected  them  might  flatly  op¬ 
pose. 

So  I  think  it  is  high  time  for  Secre¬ 
tary  Freeman  in  the  light  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  pronouncement  which  I  again 
commend,  to  rescind  the  insidious  regu¬ 
lation  he  issued  on  March  1,  1963,  and 
I  call  on  him  to  do  so  to  conform  to 
the  overwhelming  expression  of  congres¬ 
sional  opinion  shown  by  the  action  of 
at  least  35  House  Members  in  introduc¬ 
ing  rescinding  resolutions  and  the  ex¬ 
pression  of  the  50 -man  membership  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

There  still  remains,  however,  a  gray 
area  in  law  relating  to  the  use  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  funds  to  influence  farmers  in 
national  referendums. 

In  that  regard  I  want  to  direct  the 
attention  of  the  committee  to  a  recent 
statement  by  the  majority  leader  in  the 
other  body  as  reported  in  a  press  re- 
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lease  under  a  Lewistown,  Mont.,  heading 
on  June  2,  1963,  in  which  he  says,  among 
other  things,  as  follows : 

It  appeared  there  had  been  some  viola¬ 
tions  of  Federal  law  by  Agricultural  De¬ 
partment  personnel  in  an  attempt  to,  in- 
fluence  the  wheat  vote  of  May  21.  Some 
members  of  his  Department  apparently  have 
been  guilty  of  certain  violations,  and  if  there 
can  be  definite  proof  they  should  be  prose¬ 
cuted. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  regard¬ 
less  of  who  he  may  be,  should  serve 
only  as  a  referee  in  the  referendums  set 
up  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
It  was  never  contemplated  that  he 
should  use  the  vast  facilities  of  his  De¬ 
partment  and  the  taxpayers’  money  in 
trying  to  influence  the  results  of  the 
referendum  votes  one  way  or  another. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Now,  having  said  that, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi,  in  view  of  the 
pronouncement  and  statement  made  in 
the  committee  report  on  pages  28  and 
29  thereof,  how  does  the  gentleman  pro¬ 
pose  to  implement  such  a  statement? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  may  I  say  that  this  situation  came 
up  last  year,  at  which  time  we  quoted  the 
code  section  which  has  to  do  with  try¬ 
ing  to  influence  Congress.  I  know  of  no 
criminal  statute  as  such  against  the  use 
of  personnel  to  influence  an  election  or 
referendum.  However,  it  was  the  feel¬ 
ing  of  the  committee  that  any  such  ac¬ 
tion  is  not  authorized  in  law,  nor  in  our 
appropriation  act.  Further,  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  order  that  appeared,  I  believe, 
about  the  7th  of  March,  requiring  the 
signing  of  a  pledge,  we  personally  could 
find  no  authorization  for  any  such  re¬ 
quirement  and  so  advised  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

I  say  that  we  advised  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  that  we  planned  to  put  in 
our  report  language  along  the  line  which 
we  have  placed  in  it.  We  did  not  sub¬ 
mit  the  language,  but  we  certainly  sub¬ 
mitted  the  thought  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  and  I  have  every  reason  to 
believe  that  the  Department  will  coop¬ 
erate  with  us  in  carrying  out  the  intent 
expressed  by  the  subcommittee  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  the  Congress. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  had  in  mind  to  introduce 
an  amendment  on  page  19,  line  5  of  the 
bill  which  would  provide  that  no  part 
of  the  appropriation  provided  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expense  should  be  used  to 
pay  the  salaries  or  other  expenses  of 
any  persons  who  attempted  to  influence 
the  vote  of  any  participant  in  any  ref¬ 
erendum  or  any  proposed  farm  program 
or  agricultural  legislation.  In  lieu  of 
offering  such  amendments,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  assure  me  or  can  the  gentle¬ 
man  give  me  any  hope  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  will  discontinue  the  requirement  for 
a  loyalty  oath? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  so  far  as  my  vouching  for 
the  Department  or  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 


riculture  personally,  I  cannot.  I  will  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  I  have  every  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  the  Secretary  and 
the  Department  will  go  along  and  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  expressed  intention  of 
Congress  as  has  been  expressed  by  sub¬ 
committee  in  its  report. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  anticipate  that  some 
positive  action  will  be  taken  within  the 
near  future? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  assurance. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven], 
and  call  to  the  gentleman’s  attention  an 
article  which  appeared  in  the  Minne¬ 
apolis  paper  entitled  “USDA  Accused  of 
Pressuring  Broadcasters.”  A  memoran¬ 
dum  was  sent  out,  signed  by  Ray  Fitz¬ 
gerald,  deputy  administrator  of  State  and 
county  operations  of  ASC,  relative  to  use 
of  free  time  on  the  radio  and  television 
stations. 

This  article  is  well  documented  with 
instances,  which  article  I  think  should  be 
included  in  the  Record.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  agree,  I  would  like  to  include 
this  statement  with  the  testimony  and 
the  statements  which  have  been  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  today. 

USDA  Accused  of  Pressuring  Broadcasters 
(By  Charles  W.  Bailey) 

Washington,  D.C. — The  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  ordered  its  field  employees  to  “act 
aggressively”  in  seeking  free  radio  and  tele¬ 
vision  time  during  the  recent  wheat  refer¬ 
endum  campaign. 

Instructions  from  Washington  to  State 
farm  program  offices  put  heavy  stress  on  the 
“special  obligation”  of  broadcasters  to  pro¬ 
vide  “public  service”  time. 

In  a  number  of  cases,  stations  did  provide 
free  air  time  for  government  officials — from 
Agriculture  Secretary  Orville  Freeman  down 
to  State  and  county  farm  program  employ¬ 
ees — to  discuss  the  referendum. 

In  some  instances  the  stations  took  the 
initiative  in  setting  up  the  programs.  But 
in  others  government  officials  sought  air 
time  and  in  some  cases  attempted  to  control 
program  format,  according  to  station  per¬ 
sonnel. 

A  spot  check  of  radio  and  television  sta¬ 
tions  serving  rural  areas,  made  by  the  Min¬ 
neapolis  Tribune  Washington  Bureau,  turned 
up  situations  like  the  following : 

The  Minnesota  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  (ASC)  Committee,  which 
supervises  Federal  farm  programs  in  the 
State,  appeared  on  an  “Open  Mike”  program 
on  WCCO  radio  in  Minneapolis. 

The  station  originally  proposed  a  program 
with  only  one  official  appearing,  but  the 
committee  insisted  on  having  all  four  mem¬ 
bers  take  part. 

Jim  Bormann,  news  director  of  WCCO 
radio,  said  the  station  made  the  initial  sug¬ 
gestion  to  the  Minnesota  ASC  committee 
after  deciding  not  to  use  a  Farm  Bureau-pre¬ 
pared  tape  which  he  characterized  as  “pretty 
one  sided.” 

Bormann  said,  “We  offered  time  to  Ewing 
(C.  Urban  Ewing,  State  ASC  executive  direc¬ 


tor),  and  he  accepted  in  writing.  Then  we 
got  a  call  from  the  chairman  of  the  State 
committee,  who  said  the  committee  had  met 
and  decided  that  all  four  members  should 
be  on  the  program.  We  agreed,  and  they 
all  took  part.” 

(Members  of  the  Minnesota  ASC  commit¬ 
tee  are  Milton  F.  Maxwell,  chairman,  and 
Bernard  M.  Wichterman  and  Russell  A. 
Johnson.) 

After  the  program,  which  was  aired  the 
week  before  the  vote,  Bormapn  said  station 
officials  decided  to  present  their  own  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  eve  of  the  referendum. 

This  was  done,  he  said,  with  the  WCCO 
farm  director  “laying  out  in  more  or  less 
alphabetical  fashion  the  arguments  both  for 
and  against  the  program.” 

The  Tribune’s  spot  check  also  revealed 
that : 

The  Indiana  ASC  Committee  asked  for 
and  obtained  "prime  time”  from  five  tele¬ 
vision  stations  to  discuss  the  referendum. 
Three  programs  ran  for  an  hour;  two  were 
half-hour  presentations. 

in  Louisville,  Ky.,  station  WHAS  had  “sev¬ 
eral  inquiries  for  program  time”  from  the 
State  ASC  committee.  Officials  of  the  radio 
station  said  they  turned  some  down  but 
did  present  “some  ASC  people”  in  discus¬ 
sions  of  the  referendum. 

Another  Kentucky  radio  station,  WHOP  in 
Hopkinsville,  used  some  taped  material  from 
the  Department,  including  a  special  state¬ 
ment  by  Freeman.  The  station’s  farm  direc¬ 
tor  said  he  also  used  another  special  de¬ 
partment  tape  carrying  proreferendum 
statements  from  persons  identified  as  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  major  wheat-producing  States. 

The  Agriculture  Department’s  information 
service  produced  several  of  these  “special” 
programs  on  tape  or  film,  with  Freeman,  ASC 
Administrator  Horace  Godfrey  and  Associate 
Administrator  Edwin  Janke  appearing  on 
them.  One  tape  went  to  about  500  stations, 
Department  officials  say,  while  one  film  was 
sent  to  some  300  TV  stations. 

The  Indiana  State  ASC  committee  pre¬ 
pared  and  circulated  to  county  offices  pre¬ 
packaged  radio  scripts  which  county  officials 
could  take  to  local  stations  and  read  over  the 
air.  Some  of  these  were  carried,  according 
to  local  reports. 

Underlying  the  field  activities  was  a  mem¬ 
orandum  issued  April  12  over  the  signature 
of  Ray  Fitzgerald,  deputy  administrator  for 
State  and  county  operations  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
in  Washington. 

The  memo  went  to  State  ASC  executive 
directors  and  State  committeemen.  Its  pur¬ 
pose,  Fitzgerald  wrote,  “is  to  encourage  you 
to  make  full  use  of  radio  and  television  pub¬ 
lic  service  time  in  getting  to  farmers  the 
facts. 

-  Noting  that  radio  and  TV  have  special  ad¬ 
vantages  because  Qf  their  timeliness  and 
broad  availability  to  rural  people,  Fitzgerald 
added ; 

“An  additional  advantage  is  that  broad¬ 
casting  stations  have  a  special  obligation  to 
'the  public  which  does  not  exist  in  the  case 
of  publications.’’ 

The  memo  went  on  to  define  this  obliga¬ 
tion  as  “the  presentation  of  public  service 
information — especially  in  the  field  of  agri¬ 
culture.”  “This  is  spelled  out  in  Federal  li¬ 
censing  laws,”  Fitzgerald  said,  and  “these 
stations  must  renew  their  operating  licenses 
every  3  years,  and  they  want  to  make  a  good 
record  in  public  service  programing  because 
this  is  a  factor  in  renewal.” 

Stations  promise  to  provide  such  program¬ 
ing,  he  said,  “in  return  for  two  special  favors 
granted  by  the  Government”:  (1)  exclusive 
use  of  a  broadcast  frequency  and  (2)  “the 
policy  of  the  Government  not  to  establish 
federally  operated  stations  in  competition 
with  stations  being  operated  commercially.’’ 
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The  memo  said  that  “this  does  not,  of 
course,  make  the  stations  subject  to  dicta¬ 
tion.”  “Nevertheless,”  Fitzgerald  said,  “a 
station  does  have  the  general  obligation  to 
provide  its  listeners  with  information  on 
public  programs  of  importance  to  them. 
This  has  been  particularly  emphasized  in  the 
case  of  farm  listeners.” 

He  added:  “The  program  was  developed, 
and  the  referendum  provided,  by  an  act  of 
Congress.  This  is  the  same  Congress  under 
whose  laws  commercial  radio  and  TV  sta- 
l  tions  are  permitted  to  operate.’’ 

I  express  the  hope  that  the  committee 
statement  will  be  followed  up  by  positive 
action  on  the  part  of  .the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  If  it  is  not  done,  I  for 
one  intend  to  press  for  legislation  that 
will  implement  the  committee’s  position 
in  this  matter. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  wonder  if  information 
is  available  on  the  total  number  of  dol¬ 
lars  spent  in  connection  with  that  refer¬ 
endum? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  for  the  past  several 
weeks  I  have  tried  desperately  hard  to 
get  that  information  from  both  the 
Comptroller  General  and  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  but  have  been  unable  to 
do  so.  I  got  the  same  old  run-around 
I  expected  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
carries  loan  authority  for  $425  million 
for  the  REA.  Remember  this  is  loan 
authority  only  and  not  an  appropriation. 
It  is  in  fact  simply  a  limit  on  the  amount 
which  the  Treasury  may  loan  to  the 
REA.  The  money  comes  back  into  the 
Treasury,  and  I  think  the  repayment 
record  is  truly  remarkable.  During  the 
past  fiscal  year  more  money  was  repaid 
than  was  due — $16  million  more.  These 
were  advance  payments.  Only  two  bor¬ 
rowers  from  REA  were  delinquent  this 
fiscal  year  and  more  than  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  have  been  repaid.  Some  of  our 
friends  of  the  minority  have  indicated 
that  they  were  unhappy  that  congress 
seems  determined  to  keep  the  rural  elec¬ 
tric  program  functioning. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  these  REA 
loans  are  available  to  any  power  com¬ 
pany  which  wants  to  accept  the  obliga¬ 
tions  which  the  co-ops  do  accept  to  serve 
undeveloped  rural  areas.  Contrary  to 
the  general  held  notion  the  REA  offers 
loans  to  private  power  companies  on  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  terms  it  offers  to  coopera¬ 
tives. 

Another  important  item  to  remember 
is  that  the  private  power  companies  have 
an  average  density  of  about  32  connec¬ 
tions  per  mile  of  line.  The  REA 
financed  cooperatives  and  private  com¬ 
panies  have  an  average  of  just  less  than 
three  connections  per  mile.  This  is  why 
the  private  industry  by  and  large  did  not 
want  to  serve  the  rural  areas.  This  is 
why  those  who  do  serve  these  thin  areas 
must  be  able  to  either  finance  their  plant 
at  low  rates — as  the  REA  borrowers  do — 
or  must  be  able  to  impose  an  extra 
charge  on  their  city  customers — as  most 
of  the  private  utilities  do.  Let  no  Rep¬ 


resentative  from  an  urban  area  assume 
that  were  you  to  deny  these  low  interest 
rate  loans  to  REA  borrowers  and  turn 
all  rural  areas  over  to  privately  owned 
utility  companies  that  your  constituents 
would  receive  a  savings.  True,  there 
would  be  a  slight  savings  in  taxes  but 
there  would  inevitably  be  a  correspond¬ 
ing  increase  in  the  rates  your  people 
would  be  forced  to  pay  as  consumers  of 
electric  power. 

The  magic  number  in  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  for  fiscal  1964  is  97.6.  It  means  that 
97.6  percent  of  all  farms  in  the  United 
States  now  have  lights,  and  the  people 
who  sidestepped  the  job  27  years  ago  are 
jubilant. 

“The  job  is  finished,”  they  cry.  “Let 
there  be  singing  and  dancing  in  the 
streets.  Now  the  Congress,  the  REA,  and 
the  rural  electric  cooperatives  can  get 
out  of  our  business,  and  let  them  be 
quick  about  it.  Now  the  Congress  can 
quit  providing  REA  loan  funds.  The 
great  day  has  come;  behold  it  is  here.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  no  less  pleased 
than  the  power  companies  with  the 
magic  number.  It  is  a  magnificent  trib¬ 
ute  to  the  job  that  has  been  done  and 
is  being  done  by  REA  and  its  local  bor¬ 
rowers  and  by  their  privately  owned 
competitors,  all  with  the  help  of  a  wise 
Congress.  But  I  do  not  believe  the  job 
is  finished.  The  time  for  singing  and 
dancing  in  the  streets  is  not  yet.  And 
I  have  no  intention  of  voting  for  a  zero 
ceiling  on  REA  loan  funds  in  fiscal  1964, 
or  in  the  foreseeable  future,  and,  of 
course,  the  Committee  makes  no  such 
recommendation. 

Back  in  1936,  the  year  the  REA  got 
started,  power  companies  had  between 
$10  and  $15  billion  invested  in  their 
plants.  Did  anyone  hear  them  say  their 
job  was  done,  even  though  nearly  every¬ 
body  in  urban  areas  had  lights?  And 
Mr.  Neff,  the  then  spokesman  for  the 
power ‘companies,  said  that  “there  are 
very  few  farms  requiring  electricity  for 
major  farm  operations  that  are  not  now 
served.”  Maybe  they  said  this  to  justify 
their  refusal  to  serve  rural  areas.  Any¬ 
way  they  all  agreed  that  they  could  not 
make  a  profit  if  they  took  their  lines 
and  poles  way  out  into  the  country. 
Unfortunately,  that  is  still  true  unless 
one  has  very  cheap  power  to  offer  to 
three  customers  per  mile.  But  the  power 
companies  did  not  feel  then  and  they 
do  not  feel  now  that  their  job  is  done. 

Now  let  me  tell  you  hat  has  happened 
to  the  power  companies  in  the  past  27 
years.  Their  total  operating  revenues 
have  more  than  tripled;  their  total  in¬ 
vestment  in  plant  has  more  than  tripled, 
and  their  earnings  on  common  stock 
have  more  than  tripled. 

In  1960,  the  earnings  on  common  stock 
of  commercial  power  companies 
amounted  to  $14.1  billion.  If  you  do 
not  think  that  is  a  right  handsome  fig-, 
ure,  then  consider  this:  In  1943,  just  17 
years  earlier,  the  total  investment  of 
commercial  power  companies  in  their 
plants  was  just  $14.8  billion.  A  single 
year’s  earnings  on  common  stock  just 
17  years  later  almost  exactly  equalled 
the  total  plant  investment  of  1943. 
That,  my  friends,  is  growth  business. 

The  electric  power  business  is  a  growth 
industry.  The  power  companies  still  are 


issuing  stocks  and  bonds  to  finance  big¬ 
ger  generating  plants  and  heavier  trans¬ 
mission  lines.  Their  job  was  not  fin¬ 
ished  in  1936  when  the  urban  areas  al¬ 
ready  had  lights.  If  it  was  finished, 
what  are  the  power  companies  doing 
with  all  of  this  money  they  keep  raising 
with  new  issues  today? 

This  growth  is  a  fact  for  the  rural 
electric  cooperatives,  too.  Their  loads, 
even  in  the  thin  areas  willed  to  them  by 
the  power  companies,  are  doubling  every 
7  to  10  years.  They  must  have  heavier 
lines,  larger  and  more  costly  trans¬ 
formers  and  substations.  They  must 
have  more  power — lots  more  power — 
and  the  ironic  fact  is  that  the  coopera¬ 
tives  must  buy  nearly  two-fifths  of  their 
wholesale  power  from  their  biggest, 
nearest,  and  in  some  cases,  most  com¬ 
petitive  neighbors:  the  commercial 
power  companies. 

Now  I  ask .  you,  if  the  power  com¬ 
panies  are  not  willing  to  provide  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  wholesale  power  at  rea¬ 
sonable  prices  to  these  cooperatives,  what 
course  is  open  to  the  cooperatives? 
They  can  apply  to  the  REA  Administra¬ 
tor  for  a  generation  and  transmission 
loan,  and  some  of  them  have  taken  this 
course. 

But  I  submit  it  is  obvious  that  not 
every  REA-financed  distribution  coop¬ 
erative  is  going  to  build  its  own  plant; 
it  just  will  not  be  feasible.  The  threat  of 
G.  &  T.  loans  is  most  valuable  as  a  lever 
upon  the  bargaining  process  betwen  co¬ 
operatives  and  power  companies.  The 
authority  to  make  such  loans  is  already 
in  the  basic  REA  Act,  and  it  should  re¬ 
main  there.  The  Congress  properly 
looks  to  the  discretion  of  the  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  in  his  use  of  this  bargaining 
tool. 

While  I  have  no  intention  of  raising 
jurisdictional  questions,  or  of  criticizing 
the  Appropriations  Committee  which, 
in  my  opinion,  has  done  a  very  creditable 
job,  I  cannot  overlook  the  fact  that  on 
pages  7  and  8  of  the  report  the  commit¬ 
tee  has,  I  fear,  attempted  to  perform 
what  seems  to  me  to  be  the  functions  of 
the  legislative  committee — the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture.  Here  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  has  sought  to  write 
into  law  their  ideas  as  to  proper  limita¬ 
tions  on  the  power  of  the  administration. 
I  would  respectfully  suggest  that  such 
limitations  can  only  be  placed  in  the  law 
through  the  regular  legislative  process — 
and,  of  course,  if  these  views  are  to  have 
the  force  of  law,  they  must  be  put  in  this 
bill  and  if  put  in  this  bill,  they  would 
be  subject  to  a  point  of  order.  The  very 
fact  that  they  were  not  inserted  in  a 
manner  where  they  could  be  so  reached 
seems  to  me  to  indicate  that  their  au¬ 
thors  recognized  that  they  were  not 
binding  on  anyone. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  understood  as  say¬ 
ing  that  I  object  to  the  Administrator 
giving  good  reasons  for  the  approval  of 
any  loan — distribution  or  generation.  I 
think  that  he  should  lend  money  only 
when  the  need  is  established,  but  it 
should  be  remembered  that  he  acts  as  a 
banker,  and  I  definitely  do  not  agree  that 
the  REA  Administrator,  or  any  other 
banker,  should  give  a  borrower’s  finan¬ 
cial  statement  to  that  borrower’s  com¬ 
petitor,  nor  give  that  supplier  of  whole- 
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sale  electricity  more  than  one  chance  to 
make  an  acceptable  offer. 

No,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  job  is  not  fin¬ 
ished;  not  for  the  power  companies,  not 
for  the  REA,  not  for  the  rural  electric 
cooperatives,  not  for  the  Congress,  but 
the  appropriation  bill  is  not  the  proper 
place  to  amend  the  basic  law  and  the 
growth  of  our  rural  areas  must  be  en¬ 
couraged,  not  placed  at  the  mercy  of  un¬ 
sympathetic  power  companies.  We  must 
have  adequate  financing;  we, must  have 
an  adequate  supply  of  wholesale  power; 
we  must  continue  efficient,  reliable  elec¬ 
tric  service  throughout  our  country,  and 
we  must  not  pervert  the  relation  of 
banker  and  borrower  so  as  to  give  the 
would-be  seller  of  wholesale  power  an 
opportunity  to  know  all  of  the  details  of 
his  weaker  competitor’s  business.  If  we 
are  serious  about  our  professed  desire  to 
maintain  free  enterprise,  let  us  start  by 
preserving  the  basic  tenet  of  free  enter¬ 
prise — the  right  of  even  the  smallest 
business  to  deal  at  arm’s  length  with  its 
powerful  competitors. 

(Mr.  COOLEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Poage)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record)  . 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must 
express  to  the  House  my  keen  disap¬ 
pointment  that  the  bill  before  us,  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  pro¬ 
vides  no  funds  whatever  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  laboratory  for  research 
into  the  quality  factors  of  Flue-cured 
tobacco. 

Members  of  Congress  from  the  States 
producing  Flue-cured  tobacco — this  is 
cigarette  tobacco — and  spokesmen  for 
the  producers  themselves — appeared  be¬ 
fore  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and 
we  pleaded  the  urgency  of  such  a  re¬ 
search  undertaking. 

Producers  and  the  tobacco  industry 
generally  respectfully  and  earnestly  pe¬ 
titioned  for  help  in  constructing  and 
equipping  such  a  crucial  facility,  to  be 
located  in  the  heart  of  the  Flue-cured 
tobacco  producing  area,  at  North  Caro¬ 
lina  State  College. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  our  considered 
judgment  that  the  very  existence  of  Flue- 
cured  tobacco  as  a  major  crop,  involving 
the  livelihoods  of  many  thousands  of 
families  on  farms  and  in  factories,  de¬ 
pends  upon  quality  research  and  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  findings  of  such  research 
to  the  production  of  this  American  leaf. 

We  emphasized  to  the  Appropriations 
Subcommitee  that  this  research  opera¬ 
tion  is  essential  to  first,  assure  quality 
for  consumers  and  to  maintain  consum¬ 
er  confidence;  and  second,  protect  and 
expand  America’s  dominance  in  world 
tobacco  markets. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  well  aware  of 
great  difficulty  and  the  tremendous  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  our  good  friends  on  the 
Agriculture  Subcommittee  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  I  personally  com¬ 
mend  the  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  and 
each  member  of  this  subcommittee,  for 
the  quality  of  the  job  they  are  perform¬ 
ing. 


The  bill  before  us  does  provide  some 
additional  funds  for  general  tobacco  re¬ 
search,  but  this  does  not  begin  to  reach 
the  great  problem  of  quality  that  con¬ 
fronts  the  Flue-cured  tobacco  industry. 

The  production  of  Flue-cured  tobacco 
provides  all  or  part  of  the  livelihood  of 
approximately  500,000  farm  families  in 
Florida,  Georgia,  South  Carolina,  North 
Carolina,  and  Virginia.  Many  thou¬ 
sands  of  other  families  derive  the  major 
portion  of  their  income  from  the  manu¬ 
facture  and  sale  of  Flue-cured  tobacco 
products. 

Quality  has  become  a  matter  of  great 
concern,  due  to  a  number  of  factors,  in 
recent  years  and  months.  The  Flue- 
cured  tobacco  industry  is  convinced  that 
immediate  and  major  steps  must  be 
taken  to  protect  and  improve  the  quality 
of  our  tobacco.  All  elements  of  the  in¬ 
dustry,  with  representatives  from  all  the 
major  Flue-cured  producing  States  met 
in  Raleigh,  N.C.,  on  January  28  and  re¬ 
solved  to  seek  the  aid  of  Congress  in  es¬ 
tablishing  a  laboratory  that  would  pro¬ 
vide  the  essential  research  and  leader¬ 
ship  to  protect  and  improve  the 
preferred  characteristics  of  our  crop. 

Committees  were  formulated  at  the 
Raleigh  meeting  to  draft  plans  for  this 
laboratory,  and  these  committees,  acting 
upon  behalf  of  the  Flue-cured  tobacco 
industry,  presenting  their  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee 
on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  a  direct  interest  and  obliga¬ 
tion  in  the  development  of  adequate 
research  facilities  for  tbba'cco.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Govermnent  and  the  States  collect 
billions  of  dollars  in  taxes  on  tobacco. 
Moreover,  tobacco  is  one  of  our  greatest 
export  crops,  and  therefore  is  important 
in  maintaining  our  balance  of  payments 
with  other  nations. 

Only  $1,500,000  of  Federal  funds  now 
are  expended  annually  on  tobatco  re¬ 
search  in  all  phases,  whereas  the  Federal 
Government  last  year  collected  $2  billion 
in  taxes  on  tobacco  and  tobacco  products. 
The  States  and  local  governments  col¬ 
lected  another  $1.1  billion,  for  a  total 
tobacco  tax  take  of  $3.1  billion  by  Federal 
and  State  Governments.  In  this  con¬ 
nection  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  Fed¬ 
eral  taxes  on  tobacco  and  tobacco  prod¬ 
ucts,  since  1932,  have  more  than  paid  all 
the  costs  of  farm  price  supports  and  in¬ 
come  stablization  efforts  on  all  crops. 
Federal  and  State  Governments  each 
year  collect  more  than  twice  as  much  in 
taxes  on  tobacco  and  tobacco  products 
than  farmers  receive  for  producing  the 
crop. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  Federal 
Government  would  not  hesitate  for  a 
moment  to  let  our  tobacco  industry  have 
a  return  from  these  taxes  of  whatever 
amount  is  necessary  to  undertake  the 
essential  research  in  maintaining  the 
quality  of  Flue-cured  tobacco. 

Since  the  first  shipment  of  tobacco 
from  Jamestown  350  years  ago,  the 
United  States  has  played  a  major  role 
in  the  world  tobacco  export  industry,  and 
today — as  for  many  years  past — we  are 
the  most  important  supplier  of  tobacco 
in  the  markets  of  the  world. 


The  annual  value  of  the  American 
tobacco  crop  is  approximately  $1,400 
million.  In  the  last  marketing  year,  ex¬ 
ports  of  Flue-cured  tobacco  amounted 
to  $336  million.  Almost  60  percent  of 
these  shipments  originated  in  North 
Carolina.  The  largest  shipments  are  to 
European  markets.  ^ 

Now  our  export  business  suddenly  is 
threatened  by  the  tariffs  being  created 
by  the  European  Common  Market,  and 
by  increased  tobacco  production  in  other 
areas  of  the  world. 

Our  greatest  weapon  to  combat  this 
danger  is  quality.  The  reputation  of 
our  Flue-cured  tobacco  has  enabled  us 
to  dominate  world  markets  in  the  past. 
We  must  maintain  and  improve  our 
tobacco  if  we  are  to  continue  as  the 
dominant  world  exporter.  Quality  has 
been  the  basis  upon  which  we  have 
achieved  our  position  in  world  trade  and 
quality  is  our  best  hope  to  perpetuate 
this  position. 

I  recognize  that  research  is  only  a 
part  of  the  quality  job  that  must  be 
done. 

Research  will  be  worth  very  little,  if 
anything,  unless  such  work  is  coordinat¬ 
ed  with  tobacco  program  developments 
and  improvements.  That  is  why  the 
laboratory  should  be  located  in  the  very 
heart  of  the  Flue-cured  tobacco  produc¬ 
ing  area.  So  located,  the  work  of  the  fa¬ 
cility  would  harmonize  with  the  work  of 
the  people  directing  our  tobacco  program 
and  with  the  culture  practices  of  our 
farmers  who  produce  tobacco. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  considerable 
pride  in  the  fact  that  the  work  of  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee’s  Tobacco 
Subcommittee,  headed  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Abbitt]  has  played 
so  large  a  part  in  building  public  inter¬ 
est  in  the  needs  for  adequate  and  effec¬ 
tive  research  on  tobacco  quality.  The 
first  major  development  in  such  research 
was  the  resolution  of  the  Tobacco  Sub¬ 
committee  May  4,  1960,  which  called 
upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to — 
and  I  quote; 

Immediately  undertake  a  concentrated  and 
comprehensive  research  program  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  ascertaining  definitely  and  conclu¬ 
sively  the  effects  which  the  utilization  of  the 
chemical  MH-30  [maleic  hydrazide]  in 
sucker  growth  control  may  have  upon  the 
tobacco  leaf  produced  for  cigarette  manu¬ 
facture. 

This  research  has  expanded  into  a 
general,  though  limited,  study  of  the 
factors  affecting  quality  of  Flue-cured 
tobacco. 

It  is  imperative  now  that  we  proceed 
with  the  establishment  of  the  laboratory, 
so  that  all  possible  research  and  study 
may  be  brought  to  bear,  not  only  in  the 
interest  of  the  producers  of  Flue-cured 
tobacco  but  as  well  for  the  well-being 
of  users  of  tobacco,  the  general  economy 
and  for  the  strength  of  our  Nation  in 
world  commerce. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  to  the 
House  that  it  is  my  hope  that  our  friends 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee,  later 
in  this  session  of  the  Congress,  will  re¬ 
consider  all  these  factors — so  urgent  in 
their  impact  upon  so  many  people — and 
will  provide  the  funds  to  get  underway 
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the  construction  of  this  laboratory  for 
research  into  the  quality  factors  of  Flue- 
cured  tobacco. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
9  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Harvey]. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  wish  to  compliment  this 
subcommittee  on  a  very  thorough  and 
exhaustive  effort  but  I  was  distressed  to 
find,  upon  examining  the  1964  agriculture 
appropriations  measure,  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  failed  to  include  requests  for  funds 
to  meet  the  pay  increases  that  were  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress  last  year  for 
some  14,000  employees  of  the  Coopera¬ 
tive  Extension  Service. 

In  this  instance,  the  administration’s 
sudden  shift  to  economy  is,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  nothing  more  than  a  lack  of  suffi¬ 
cient  recognition  of  the  devoted  men 
and  women  that  make  up  this  organiza¬ 
tion,  and  I  am  glad  to  have  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  express  my  concern  in  their 
behalf. 

Since  1914,  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Service  has  rendered  a  most  worthwhile 
and  valuable  service.  Through  the  co¬ 
ordinated  efforts  of  the  U.S.  Agriculture 
Department  and  the  State  land-grant 
colleges  in  their  respective  States,  the 
extension  agent  has  played  an  important 
role  in  our  Nation’s  progress — both  on 
and  off  the  farm. 

Recent  figures  show  that  more  than 
12  V2  million  American  families,  without 
schools  or  classrooms  per  se,  are  being 
provided  with  a  wonderful  opportunity 
to  keep  abreast  of  the  latest  information 
on  farming  and  home  economics  tech¬ 
niques,  through  the  services  of  this 
organization. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  no  accident  that 
the  families  in  rural  America,  as  well  as 
urban  America,  are  better  fed,  better 
educated,  and  better  clothed  than  any 
other  nation  in  the  world.  The  contri¬ 
butions  of  the  extension  agent,  the  home 
demonstration  specialist,  and  the  4-H 
supervisor  cannot  be  minimized. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  in  1914,  the  Cooperative  Ex¬ 
tension  Service  has  been  financed  jointly 
by  the  Federal,  State,  and  county  gov¬ 
ernments.  While  the  figures  vary  with 
some  States,  at  present  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  assumes  about  40  percent  of  the 
cost,  with  the  States  and  counties  shar¬ 
ing  the  remainder  of  the  costs. 

The  average  annual  salary  of  the  ex¬ 
tension  agent  nationwide,  is  $6,800. 
This  ridiculously  low  figure  is  $230  less 
than  a  beginning  GS-9  employee.  Con¬ 
trary  to  what  some  may  believe,  these 
men  and  women  are  not  run-of-the-mill 
employees.  They  are  college  graduates 
with  many  years  of  training  and  experi¬ 
ence,  certainly  worthy  of  the  salary  in¬ 
creases  this  body  voted  them  last  year. 

I  sincerely  believe  that  the  Congress 
as  a  partner  in  this  service  has  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  finance  its  fair  share  of 
such  salary  increases  and  that  the 
States  and  counties  will  then  carry  their 
share  of  the  burden.  The  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  is  to  be  commended. 


generally,  for  its  excellent  work  on  this 
bill.  I  am  sure  that  the  committee  mem¬ 
bers  recognize  the  importance  of  this 
particular  need  and  that  this  deficiency 
will  be  corrected. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  will  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  for  bringing  to  the  attention 
of  the  House  a  very  important  omission, 
that  is,  the  members  of  the  Extension 
Service  in  their  cooperative  arrangement 
with  the  Federal  Government  are  cer¬ 
tainly  entitled  to  some  consideration  in 
the  regard  that  he  pointed  out. 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for 
bringing  it  to  the  attention  of  the  House. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  I  do  want  to  reiterate  my 
great  faith  and  belief  in  the  service  of 
this  organization  and  feel  this  oversight 
should  be  corrected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  BURKHALTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
you  and  I  have  a  responsibility  here  to¬ 
day  to  see  that  our  generation  and  the 
future  generations  continue  to  have  the 
abundance  that  we  enjoy  today.  To  in¬ 
sure  this  we  need  to  protect  and  use  our 
soil,  water,  and  forest  resources  wisely. 
That  is  what  conservation  means  to  me 
and  should  mean  to  all  of  us  here  today. 

The  agricultural  conservation  program 
is  a  partnership  between  Uncle  Sam  and 
the  farmer  to  promote  conservation 
practices  that  provide  for  wise  use  of  our 
basic  resources. 

In  1961,  1,268,000  farmers  applied  ap¬ 
proved  practices  on  farms  with  182  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  cropland,  as  well  as  on  185 
million  acres  of  noncrop  pasture  and 
range.  For  these  conservation  practices 
the  Government  paid  $239  million;  about 
one-half  the  cost.  The  farmer  paid  the 
balance.  The  agricultural  conservation 
program  is  really  getting  conservation 
practices  on  the  land  and  has  been  doing 
this  since  1936.  For  years  I  have 
watched  the  excellent  results  and  that 
is  why  I  am  heartily  supporting  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  program  today. 

I  am  proud  of  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  record  made  by  the 
good  farmers  in  my  own  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  For  years  we  have  been  one  of 
the  leading  States  in  participation  in  this 
vital  land  conserving  program. 

The  agricultural  conservation  program 
•insures  future  supply  of  food  and  fiber — 
that  is  what  it  means  to  you,  to  me,  and 
to  the  future.  I  urge  a  "yes”  vote  on 
the  bill  as  recommended  by  both  the 
Agriculture  and  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tees  in  its  present  form,  without  crip¬ 
pling  amendments. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  is  Government  in 
business  with  a  vengeance — subsidies, 
controls,  electrification,  and  telephone  in 
competition  with  private  industry,  giving 
away  of  food  at  home  and  abroad,  build¬ 
ing  up  of  dietary  and  food  control  of 
schoolchildren — paying  farmers  and 
landowners  for  doing  nothing.  These 
and  many  others  show  the  encroaching 
role  of  Government  in  our  lives.  A 
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farmer  cannot  grow  what  he  wants;  the 
Federal  Government  controls  and  sub¬ 
sidizes. 

Also,  we  are  spending  6  billion  of 
money  we  do  not  have,  charging  it  to  the 
future.  Worse  yet,  we  camouflage 
our  lack  of  self-discipline  in  spending  by 
bragging  about  the  reduction  of  $389  mil¬ 
lion  from  the  budgeted  amount,  yet  we 
end  up  spending  almost  $6  billion.  Not 
only  is  it  wrong  to  spend  money  we  do 
not  have,  because  we  are  deficit  financ¬ 
ing,  but  this  amount  of  money  is  entirely 
too  much — by  billions. 

In  brief,  these  programs,  this  legis¬ 
lation,  this  spending  is  unconstitutional. 
Therefore,  I  oppose  it. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  no  better  friends  of  American  agri¬ 
culture  than  the  House  Agriculture  Ap¬ 
propriations  Subcommittee  led  by  our 
distinguished  colleague.  Congressman 
Jamie  Whitten.  I  want  to  thank  Con¬ 
gressman  Whitten  and  the  members  of 
the  subcommittee  for  the  courtesy  and 
consideration  they  showed  me  when  I 
testified  before  them  on  the  agriculture 
appropriations  bill. 

As  I  said  at  that  time  a  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  research  laborataory 
at  Pendleton,  Oreg.,  would  be  of  the 
greatest  importance  to  the  economy  of 
the  entire  Pacific  Northwest.  The 
Pendleton  lab  is  now  fourth  on  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department’s  priority  list  for  re¬ 
search  lab  construction  funds.  Secretary 
Freeman  has  written  me  that  as  soon 
as  funds  are  approved  “the  Department 
of  Agriculture  will  move  forward  as 
rapidly  as  possible  in  expediting  this 
essential  soil  and  water  management 
program.”  We  cannot  afford  to  wait  for 
the  basic  research  facilities  needed  to 
develop  the  wisest  methods  of  utilizing 
our  country’s  natural  resources.  I  hope 
the  subcommittee  will  look  with  favor  on 
the  approval  of  funds  for  the  Pendleton 
lab  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Permit  me  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Agriculture  for  the  very  excellent  job 
they  have  done  in  their  considerations 
for  the  needs  and  the  money  require¬ 
ments  in  behalf  of  agriculture  through¬ 
out  the  Nation.  The  committee  report, 
in  my  humble  opinion,  is  exceptionally 
well  done,  and  offers  explanations  and 
concerns  relative  to  the  respective  activi¬ 
ties  in  the  field  of  agriculture  that  are 
both  pertinent  and  appropriate. 

I  am  particularly  enthused  about,  and 
want  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  entire 
House,  the  language  on  page  25,  and 
particularly  the  last  two  paragraphs 
dealing  with  the  removal  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities — section  32.  As 
this  House  already  knows,  I  have  on 
many  previous  occasions  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  section  22  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  has  not 
been  sufficiently  used.  There  have  been 
any  number  of  instances  that  have  come 
to  my  attention,  and  I  know  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  everyone  who  is  interested  in 
surplus  problems  and  maintaining  an 
adequate  market  for  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  in  which  imports  have  seriously 
affected  both  items.  I  hope  that  the 
reference  that  the  committee  has  made 
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here  in  the  report,  and  the  provision 
further  provided  for  the  use  of  $25  mil¬ 
lion  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  may  be  put  to  good  use. 

It  is  discouraging  to  farm  operators 
throughout  the  Nation  to  be  continuous¬ 
ly  blamed  for  surplus  supplies  and  over¬ 
producing,  when  in  so  many  instances 
their  markets  have  actually  been  reduced 
for  them  by  virtue  of  almost  unbeliev¬ 
able  amounts  of  imported  commodities. 

It  has  always  been  my  contention  that 
section  22  was  originally  enacted  by  Con¬ 
gress  to  prevent,  and  provide  the  method 
whereby  attention  could  be  directed  and 
proper  steps  taken  to  assure  farm  pro¬ 
ducers  that  they  would  not  be  subjected 
to,  these  conditions.  I  presently  have 
legislation  pending  before  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  dealing  with  this  sub¬ 
ject,  and  have  further  included  a  similar 
provision  in  a  recently  introduced  bill 
dealing  with  the  situation  that  now  con¬ 
fronts  the  wheat  farmers  by  virtue  of  the 
outcome  of  the  wheat  referendum.  It 
is  surely  my  hope  that  the  future  may 
hold  a  better  response,  both  on  the  part 
of  Congress  and  the  Department,  rela¬ 
tive  to  this  problem. 

I  note  with  equal  interest  on  page  28 
of  the  report  the  last  2  paragraphs  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  recently  publicized  fact  that 
community  committeemen  have  been  re¬ 
quired  to  sign  statements  that  they  will 
support  the  programs  and  policies  that 
they  administer.  The  observation  of 
the  committee  that  this  requirement  is 
unwarranted  and  has  not  been  author¬ 
ized,  is  surely,  in  my  judgment,  most 
appropriate.  Having  had  occasion  to 
serve  as  a  community  and  county  com¬ 
mitteeman  in  the  administration  of  the 
program,  I  can  fully  appreciate  the  sig¬ 
nificance  of  such  a  requirement.  Pos- 
sibily  one  of  the  strongest  factors  in 
support  of  the  committeeman  system  is 
that  it  provides  the  opportunity  for  the 
local  people  to  have  the  problems  of  their 
respective  areas  brought  into  considera¬ 
tion  in  the  administration  of  and  the 
carrying  out  of  all  agricultural  programs 
under  their  jurisdiction. 

Many  times  this  may  require  that  a 
local  committeeman  may  offer  recom¬ 
mendations  and  suggestions  to  the  State 
committee  as  well  as  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  which  might  be  contrary  to 
existing  programs  because  they  are  not 
applicable  to  existing  conditions  on  a 
local  basis.  To  do  so,  of  course,  would 
be  somewhat  in  violation  of  the  state¬ 
ments  that  they  have  been  required  to 
sign. 

It  is  further  to  be  noted  that  these 
men  have  been  elected  by  the  farmers  in 
the  local  communities  and  therefore,  in 
response  to  their  selection  by  the  local 
people,  they  ought  to  carry  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  representing  the  needs  and 
concerns  of  the  communities  they  serve, 
and  so  again,  it  seems  appropriate  that 
I  commend  the  committee  for  the  atten¬ 
tion  they  have  given  to  this  matter. 
Their  recommendation  could  well  serve 
to  strengthen  the  committee  system,  and 
freedom  of  participation  by  farm 
people. 

Let  me  further  make  reference  to  the 
attention  directed  to  the  cereal  leaf 
beetle  on  page,  15  of  the  report.  The 


danger  to  the  production  of  small  grains 
throughout  the  entire  production  area 
grows  more  serious  by  the  day.  In  the 
best  interest  of  all  producers  of  small 
grains  I  hope  that  adequate  funds  may 
be  provided  for  a  research  program  that 
may  completely  eradicate  the  very  dis¬ 
turbing  threat  of  the  cereal  leaf  beetle. 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  noted  the  comments  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  on  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  appropriation  bill  about  meat  in¬ 
spection  and  the  possible  value  of  trans¬ 
ferring  this  program  from  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service,  in  which  poul¬ 
try  inspection  is  also  placed.  I  hope 
that  nothing  is  done  to  carry  out  this 
suggestion  without  full  consideration 
being  given  to  it  from  the  standpoint 
of  consumer  interest.  Meat  inspection 
is  not  primarily  a  marketing  device,  such 
as  poultry  inspection  was  originally  in¬ 
tended  to  be.  Both  services,  it  seems  to 
me,  are  now  primarily  health  programs, 
to  protect  the  consumer,  rather  than 
marketing  promotion  projects. 

The  President  has  called  for  an  expan¬ 
sion  of  meat  inspection  into  intrastate 
commerce  under  legislation  which  would 
give  the  Federal  Government  the  neces¬ 
sary  authority.  The  reason  the  sugges¬ 
tion  was  made  was  for  consumer  protec¬ 
tion — not  for  improvement  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  of  meat.  So,  if  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion  and  meat  inspection  are  to  be  placed 
together,  I  would  think  that  they  belong 
in  a  branch  of  the  Department  which  is 
concerned  primarily  with  consumer  re¬ 
search  and  consumer  nutrition  and  sim¬ 
ilar  activities  now  carried  on  as  part  of 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service.  I 
would  prefer  to  see  all  of  these  functions 
go  into  a  separate  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  division  set  up  with  definite  con¬ 
sumer  orientation  and  given  responsi¬ 
bility  to  coordinate  the  various  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department  of  most  concern 
to  consumers. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no 
further  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATION 
SERVICE 

Payments  and  expenses 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
research,  and  for  other  expenses,  including 
$38,113,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i),  including  admin¬ 
istration  by  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture;  $500,000  for  payments  author¬ 
ized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623);  $1,- 
000,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10, 
1962  (76  Stat.  806-807);  $310,000  for  penalty 
mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations 
under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as 
amended;  and  $460,000  for  necessary  expenses 
of  the  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station 
Service,  including  administration  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  sta¬ 
tions,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Or¬ 
ganic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  for  employment  under  section 


15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) ;  in  all,  $40,383,000. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  taken  this  opportunity  by  this  pro¬ 
cedure  to  express  a  few  comments  in 
connection  with  this  bill  because  I  did 
not  have  an  opportunity  in  the  general 
debate  as  time  was  already  committed. 

I  do  wish  to  express  to  the  chairman  and 
the  members  of  the  committee  my  ap¬ 
preciation  of  the  constructive  work  done 
in  bringing  the  bill  to  the  floor.  Under 
provisions  relating  to  the  Cooperative 
State  Experiment  Station  Service,  the 
inclusion  of  the  initial  appropriation  un¬ 
der  Public  Law  87-788,  which  is  the  for¬ 
estry  research  legislation  enacted  at  the 
last  session  of  Congress.  While  many 
of  us  thought  that  perhaps  this  could  be 
implemented  by  an  appropriation  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  $1  million,  we  nevertheless 
feel  that  the  $1  million  which  was  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
is  an  initial  appropriation,  and  this  will 
serve  as  a  vehicle  by  which  this  very 
important  portion  of  the  research  pro¬ 
gram  in  forestry  can  be  initiated.  We 
are  embarking  on  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  forestry  research  programs  that 
has  been  enacted  by  the  Congress. 

I  would  also  like  to  ask  a  question  or 
two  of  the  chairman  in  connection  with 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  Might 
I  refer  the  chairman  to  page  20  of  the 
report.  On  page  20,  down  toward  the 
later  part  of  the  portions  in  relation  to 
flood  prevention  I  note  with  interest 
that  there  is  an  authorization,  or  at  least 
a  recommendation  on  the  part  of  the 
committee  that  the  Department  could 
employ  temporary  personnel  “to  the 
fullest  extent  necessary”  to  speed  up 
planning  and  installation  work  in  these 
projects. 

My  question  is  not  to  object  to  this 
provision  but  whether  or  not  this  same  I 
consideration  is  applicable  to  other  au¬ 
thorizations  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  as  Public  Law  566  or  whether 
the  interpretation  the  committee  puts 
on  this  is  that  temporary  personnel  is 
restricted  solely  to  the  projects  under 
flood  prevention. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No;  it  has  reference 
to  the  overall  operations  of  the  service. 
We  did  not  repeat  it  for  each  item,  but 
the  purpose  is  to  cover  all  programs. 
Funds  are  frequently  allocated  to  a  par¬ 
ticular  area  for  particular  projects. 
Locally  they  may  be  delayed  by  reason 
of  faulty  descriptions  or  lack  of  rights- 
of-way  or  other  matters  required  locally. 
That  concerns  funds  that  are  supplied, 
but  which  cannot  be  used.  We  have 
learned  that  planning  which  is  so  very 
important  to  so  many  of  our  colleagues, 
frequently  is  retarded  by  the  lack  of 
funds  to  properly  push  forward.  This 
just  gives  them  a  little  latitude  to  work 
in  the  same  area,  so  that  a  project  may 
be  carried  forward. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  This  suggestion 
would  apply  equally  well  to  the  programs 
under  566. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is  so  intended. 
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Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  kindly.  I  also  wish  to  point 
out,  and  I  assume  I  am  correct  in  this 
assumption,  that  under  the  language  of 
this  report  and  the  bill,  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  projects  under  Public  Law  566 
may  be  transferred  to  planning  if  it  is 
considered  wise  by  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Insofar  as  restric¬ 
tions  are  concerned,  that  is  true.  We  do 
not  expect  the  projects  to  be  retarded 
in  order  to  do  that.  But  in  the  cases 
that  I  have  described  such  action  may  be 
taken. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  May  I  also  ask  the 
Chairman  if  I  am  correct,  that  while  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommended  36 
projects  under  Public  Law  566,  you  are 
saying  that  this  bill  carries  no  numerical 
limitation  and  that  projects  can  be 
started  to  the  extent  of  funds  that  are 

Q  l'ln  V\1  p 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  think  that  is 
sound. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  May  I  congratulate 
the  committee  on  its  bill.  I  think  this 
does  help  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
materially  in  the  handling  of  these 
various  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  personally  ob¬ 
served  the  good  works  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  many  years  as  a 
farmer  and  for  the  past  12  years  as  a 
Member  of  the  House  and  of  its  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

I  feel  that  this  is  one  of  the  truly 
worthwhile  programs  in  agriculture.  It 
is  deserving  of  our  full  support.  The 
benefits  of  soil  and  water  conservation 
extend  into  the  towns  and  cities.  Con¬ 
servation  treatment  on  land  reduces  ero¬ 
sion  and  crop  damages,  prevents  floods 
and  subsequent  damages  to  roads, 
bridges,  public  and  private  properties. 

Soil  and  water  conservation  is  carried 
out  primarily  through  soil  conservation 
districts  governed  by  locally  elected  su¬ 
pervisors  who  serve  without  pay.  The 
Soil  Conservation  Service  furnishes  the 
districts  with  skilled  technical  assistance 
necessary  in  carrying  out  their  programs 
of  land  management. 

It  would  be  a  disservice  to  the  Nation 
if  this  assistance  were  allowed  to  lag. 

We  owe  a  lot  to  agriculture.  It  has 
been  our  springboard  to  greatness. 
Where  other  countries  have  lagged  eco¬ 
nomically,  ours  has  forged  ahead.  It  is 
true  agriculture  has  its  problems  here, 
but  our  problems — if  we  must  call  them 
that — would  be  openly  acknowledged  as 
blessings  in  Russia  and  Red  China.  As 
much  as  we  criticize  our  agriculture,  I  do 
not  believe  we  would  be  too  anxious  to 
trade  positions  with  any  nation  on  earth. 

We  owe  much  of  our  present  status  as 
a  world  leader  to  our  rich  agricultural 
resources.  We  must  not  forget  this. 
Other  nations  have  been  similarly  en¬ 
dowed.  But  many  of  them  have  fallen 
as  a  result  of  misusing  and  eventually 
destroying  their  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources. 

The  soil  conservation  distiict  move¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States  is  just  25  years 
old.  In  that  quarter  century  more  has 
been  accomplished  in  conserving  and 
properly  using  our  natural  resources  than 
in  any  similar  period  before.  It  is  in  the 
interest  of  all  of  us  that  we  encourage 


this — that  we  help  the  farmers  and 
ranchers  who  own  and  operate  three- 
fourths  of  the  land  in  this  country  in 
protecting  and  developing  that  land  for 
the  generations  to  come  after  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  urge  support 
of  the  appropriations  report.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  that  in  this  bill  there  is  no  in¬ 
crease  in  the  appropriation  for  the  Co¬ 
operative  Extension  Service  to  sufficiently 
provide  county  agents  and  other  exten¬ 
sion  workers  comparable  treatment  to 
that  given  classified  civil  service  workers 
under  the  Pay  Act  of  1962. 

I  know  from  personal  experience  of 
the  work  of  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Service.  It  serves  as  the  educational 
arm  of  the  USDA  and  the  State  land- 
grant  colleges.  Its  agents  extend  the  re¬ 
sults  of  research  from  the  laboratory  and 
the  experimental  field  to  the  grassroots. 
The  people  themselves,  as  well  as  the 
Federal  and  State  governments  have  en¬ 
trusted  them  with  a  task  they  are  ful¬ 
filling  in  a  most  able  fashion. 

Cooperative  extension  agents  have 
helped  teach  our  Nation’s  farmers  to  be¬ 
come  the  world’s  most  effiicient  producers 
of  food  and  fiber.  They  have  helped  our 
Nation’s  families  eat  better— at  a  lower 
real  cost — than  any  country  in  the  world. 
More  and  more  they  are  applying  their 
know-how  to  help  citizens’  groups,  work¬ 
ing  on  broad  economic  and  social  prob¬ 
lems  of  their  communities  in  an  effort 
to  improve  the  economy  of  the  area  and 
to  help  people  make  the  needed  adjust¬ 
ments  to  meet  today’s  demands. 

I  am  sure  all  of  you  are  aware  of  the 
many  accomplishments  of  those  in  the 
Cooperative  Extension  Service.  Their 
work  is  important  and  difficult.  Their 
hours  of  service  are  long.  Most  of  them 
have  never  known  a  40-hour  week.  We 
have  all  benefited — directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly — from  the  efforts  of  the  Coopera¬ 
tive  Extension  Service. 

But,  if  we  recognize  the  significant 
contributions  of  the  Cooperative  Exten¬ 
sion  Service,  we  should  also  recognize  the 
obligations  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  furnish  its  proper  share  of  financial 
support. 

Both  the  administration  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  have  recently  recognized  and  acted 
to  correct  the  gap  between  Federal  classi¬ 
fied  employees’  salaries  and  salaries  paid 
by  private  industry. 

I  am  therefore  concerned  that  USDA’s 
budget  requests  did  not  adequately  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  similar  increase  in  the  Federal 
portion  of  Cooperative  Extension  Service 
employees’  salaries. 

If  this  condition  goes  uncorrected,  I 
wonder  how  many  able  and  experienced 
Cooperative  Extension  Service  employees 
will  look  for — and  find — more  remuner¬ 
ative  positions. 

I  do  not  plead  special  treatment  for 
these,  cooperative  employees’  salaries.  I 
do  strongly  believe  that  there  is  a  sound 
basis  for  equity.  The  fact  that  extension 
agents  are  not  included  in  the  Federal 
classified  service  does  not  reduce  the  ob¬ 
ligation  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
carry  its  share  of  the  load  in  this  co¬ 
operative  program  with  the  States.  We 
must  see  that  the  Federal  share  avail¬ 
able  for  salary  increase  for  cooperative 
extension  workers  is  adequate  to  permit 


salary  increases  commensurate  with 
salary  increases  we  have  already  provided 
Federal  classified  employees.  I  sincerely 
hope  and  trust  that  before  this  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  finally  enacted,  this  im¬ 
balance  is  corrected. 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  May  29  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Poultry  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  held  hearings  at  which 
it  heard  testimony  from  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Orville  L.  Freeman.  Among 
other  things  the  Secretary  explained  to 
the  subcommittee  in  detail  the  elements 
of  the  Common  Market’s  levy  against 
U.S.  poultry  and  poultry  products— how, 
as  a  result  of  the  new  Common  Market 
regulation,  the  aggregate  import  charges 
against  U.S.  poultry  moving  into  West 
Germany  had  been  almost  trebeled — 
from  a  reasonable  4!4-cents  per  pound 
to  a  virtually  prohibitive  13  cents  per 
pound. 

The  subcommittee  is  pleased  to  note 
the  announcement  of  Governor  Herter 
indicating  that  the  United  States  will 
enter  into  bilateral  negotiations  with 
the  European  Economic  Community  in 
response  to  the  shocking  additional  ac¬ 
tion  which  the  Council  of  Ministers  re¬ 
cently  took  in  connection  with  U.S.  poul¬ 
try  and  poultry  products,  which  had  the 
effect  of  increasing  the  already  un¬ 
reasonable  levy  against  U.S.  poultry  to 
a  staggering  14%  cents  per  pound. 

In  the  course  of  the  recent  hearings 
Secretary  Freeman  told  also  of  the 
efforts  the  U.S.  Government  has  been 
making  toward  maintaining  reasonable 
access  for  our  poultry  for  the  past  2 
years.  The  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  State,  Governor 
Herter,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
have  all  been  involved  in  these  efforts. 
The  determined  personal  efforts  made 
by  these  high  officials  have  been  accom¬ 
panied  by  supporting  efforts  of  their 
staffs  at  all  other  appropriate  levels  of 
their  respective  organizations. 

Appropriate  representations  have  been 
made  on  a  continuing  basis  to  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market  officials  by  the  U.S.  Ambas¬ 
sador  to  the  European  Communities,  Mr. 
Tuthill,  and  his  staff.  Also,  each  Ameri¬ 
can  Embassy  in  the  Common  Market 
countries  has  told  the  story  of  American 
poultry  time  and  again  to  these  govern¬ 
ments. 

Based  upon  the  information  available 
to  the  subcommittee,  it  believes  the  case 
of  U.S.  poultry  has  been  effectively  and 
lucidly  made,  not  once  but  many  times  to 
all  pertinent  Common  Market  organiza¬ 
tional  elements.  There  is  no  ignorance 
in  Europe  of  our  solidly  grounded  posi¬ 
tion.  U.S.  poultry  and  poultry  products 
are  sold  competitively  in  world  trade. 
They  are  not  subsidized.  The  market 
established  in  Western  Europe  is  a  com¬ 
mercial  market,  which  in  the  past  7  years 
has  grown  from  virtually  nothing  to  $50 
million  per  year,  and  has  the  potential 
to  move  much  higher  if  only  access  to 
this  market  can  be  maintained.  And 
while  this  increase  in  U.S.  exports  has 
taken  place,  local  production  of  poultry 
in  Western  Europe  has  also  increased 
dramatically,  as  has  the  trade  of  our 
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competitors.  I  emphasize  that  U.S.  poul¬ 
try  has  not  displaced  the  poultry  of 
others.  Rather  it  has  encouraged  and 
shared  with  others  a  larger  market  for 
all.  Poultry  has  become  the  symbol  of  a 
good  product,  efficiently  produced,  meet¬ 
ing  the  expanding  demands  of  Europe’s 
millions. 

The  stakes  involved,  however,  are 
much  higher  than  the  value  of  poultry 
alone.  While  the  subcommittee  limits 
its  interests  to  poultry,  it  is  fully  aware 
that  the  example  set  by  the  EEC  for  this 
commodity  rims  sharply  toward  raising 
the  question  of  the  future  of  the  Commu¬ 
nity  itself.  When  the  European  Com¬ 
mon  Market  was  first  proposed  and  as  it 
began  to  take  shape,  we  were  assured  and 
reassured  that  here  would  be  a  growing, 
outward-looking,  exemplary  new  affilia¬ 
tion  of  nations,  dedicated  to  carrying 
Europe  even  further  down  the  road  to¬ 
ward  prosperity  and  at  the  same  time 
strengthening  its  trade  ties  with  the  rest 
of  the  free  world.  We  believed  what  we 
were  told.  We  have  looked  for  and  we 
have  expected  great  things  from  this  new 
economic  union. 

If  the  Common  Market’s  attitude  to¬ 
ward  trade  in  such  vitally  important 
consumer  products  as  poultry  is  repre¬ 
sentative  of  its  future  trade  attitudes, 
however,  I  can  only  say  of  the  EEC  that 
we  are  keenly  disappointed.  We  have 
suffered  a  letdown.  We  are  left  wonder¬ 
ing  as  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  Com¬ 
mon  Market’s  expressed  ideals  which  so 
many  of  us  have  supported. 

In  plain  English  this  means  we  should 
erect  as  formidable  trade  barriers  against 
exports  of  products  from  the  Common 
Market  to  us  as  they  have  to  our  poultry. 
After  all,  they  have  led  the  way  in  this 
exercise  and  apparently  the  only  thing 
they  understand  is  firmness.  We  should 
take  prompt  action,  if  positive  results  are 
not  achieved,  to  raise  barriers  on  those 
items  like  hams  and  wine  and  cheese  and 
motor  vehicles,  and  so  forth,  which  they 
send  to  us  and  which  are  important  to 
their  farmers.  We  have  been  patient 
long  enough.  If  persuasion  does  not 
work,  it  is  time  to  use  a  club. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Hagan]  that 
I  believe  we  think  about  the  same  on 
this  matter.  I  am  very  much  for  foreign 
trade  but  I  think  when  it  comes  down 
to  the  matter  of  sharing  our  great  Ameri¬ 
can  market  with  any  other  countries  we 
should  have  the  exercise  of  quotas  on 
imports  that  will  be  competitive,  such  as 
poultry  and  other  items  from  these 
countries. 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  My  point  is 
simply  this,  I  think  we  should  note  that 
in  our  negotiations  we  should  feed  them 
out  of  the  same  spoon  that  is  feeding  us. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man.  You  may  recall  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  in  general  debate 
raised  the  point  that  we  had  section  22 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  but 
that  we  were  making  mighty  sparse  use 
of  it.  It  has  been  my  feeling  that  if  we 
are  to  share  this  great  American  market, 
our  producers  ought  to  know  the  amount 
of  that  sharing  in  the  whole  field  of  for¬ 


eign  trade.  I  think  we  are  just  like  a 
ship  without  a  rudder  now  so  far  as  trade 
expansion  is  concerned.  Our  producers 
are  at  a  loss. 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  can  altogether  agree  with  the 
gentleman  on  that.  I  think  our  negoti¬ 
ators  up  to  now  have  certainly  done  all 
they  reasonably  could  and  I  feel  it  is  just 
plain  obstinacy  on  the  part  of  those  ad¬ 
ministering  the  European  community. 
We  just  ought  to  get  tough  and  that  is 
my  feeling  about  it. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  just  wanted  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  join  with  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  in  this  comment 
in  connection  with  the  action  of  the  Eu¬ 
ropean  Common  Market  on  American 
poultry  and,  particularly,  with  reference 
to  the  comment  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  made  in  connection  with  the 
market  that  had  been  developed  in  the 
European  Common  Market  area.  This 
development  came  on  the  basis  of  the  in¬ 
itiative  of  the  American  poultry  industry 
financed  in  part  by  some  of  the  counter¬ 
part  funds  developed  in  our  Public  Law 
480  agreements  with  some  of  these  coun¬ 
tries.  But  this  is  a  situation  where  the 
European  Common  Market  has  closed  the 
door  to  protect  markets  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  poultry  industry  developed  in  the 
first  place. 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  very  correct. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  It  is  a  case  of  their 
closing  the  doors  on  the  markets  which 
were  developed  on  the  initiative  of  in¬ 
dustry  here  in  this  country.  I  share  the 
gentleman’s  views  that  it  is  high  time 
that  those  who  have  the  authority  meet 
this  challenge  and  do  so  very  aggres¬ 
sively. 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
for  raising  this  question.  I  support  the 
principle  that  we  ought  to  have  quotas 
of  what  we  import  into  this  country  and 
that  our  American  producers  should 
know  exactly  how  much  of  this  great 
market  they  have  to  share.  I  have 
joined  with  my  colleagues  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  in  requesting  quotas  for  im¬ 
ports  of  softwood  lumber  from  other 
countries  into  the  American  market.  I 
have  joined  with  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  in  asking  that  a  formula 
be  set  up  on  the  importation  of  zinc  and 
lead  and  on  articles  manufactured  from 
zinc  and  lead.  I  think  our  American 
producers  are  entitled  to  know  just  what 
they  are  up  against  and  that  the  people, 
as  you  say,  who  have  the  responsibility — 
or  at  least  we  think  they  have  the  re¬ 
sponsibility — should  be  doing  something 
in  this  field. 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  I  quite  agree  that  we  need  a 
reappraisal  of  our  dealings  with  these 
other  countries  on  such  matters.  I  think 
we  certainly  need  to  speak  with  much 
greater  firmness  and  in  language  that 
they  can  understand  that  we  are  just  not 
going  to  give  everything  without  receiv¬ 
ing  something  in  return. 


Mr.  HORAN.  I  could  not  agree  more 
with  what  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
has  just  said. 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  I  thank  my 
colleague. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  including  expenses  to  formulate 
and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title 
III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393);  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161) ; 
sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  16(d),  16(e),  16(f), 
and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590(o),  590p(a) ,  and  590q;  76  Stat.  606-607) 
as  added  by  section  132  of  the  Act  of  August 
8,  1961;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816) ; 
and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  $105,737,000;  Provided,  That,  in 
addition,  not  to  exoeed  $94,885,000  may  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro-  , 
priation  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor-  ( 
poration  fund  (including  not  to  exceed 
$40,051,000  under  the  limitation  on  Com-- 
modity  Credit  Corporation  administrative 
expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other 
funds  made  available  to  Agricultural  Sta¬ 
bilization  and  Conservation  Service  for  au¬ 
thorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
take  this  time  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  a  question. 
The  chairman  will  recall,  I  am  sure,  that 
in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1962  there 
was  a  provision  for  the  use  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion — an  authorization  for  the  use  of  $10 
million — in  a  so-called  cropland  adjust¬ 
ment  program,  which  was  to  be  desig¬ 
nated  in  certain  pilot  counties  in  the  | 
country. 

This  was  funded,  in  part,  in  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill,  but  it  was 
funded  only  in  part. 

Can  the  chairman  advise  me  as  to  _ 
whether  or  not  this  bill  carries  adequate 
or  full  funding,  to  the  extent  of  the  au¬ 
thorization,  in  order  that  the  contracts 
entered  into  on  the  part  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  contracts  which 
had  been  entered  into  principally  in  the 
early  part  of  1963,  will  be  funded  either 
under  the  supplemental  appropriation 
act,  which  is  already  passed,  or  covered 
in  this  appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  may  I  ask  the  gentleman  whether 
he  is  talking  about  a  land-use  adjust¬ 
ment  program  which  is  mention  on  page 
30  of  the  committee  report? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Yes.  This  is  why 
I  raised  the  question,  because  I  am  as¬ 
suming  that  that  may  be  correct,  but  I 
wanted  to  be  doubly  sure. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  point  I  was  trying  to 
make  is  that  the  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  provided  $2  million  for  that 
amount  of  $10  million  to  meet  the  costs 
program.  We  have  gone  along  with  the 
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for  the  coming  year.  This  represents  a 
$9  million  reduction  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  It  has  been  our  experience  on 
the  subcommittee  that  with  regard  to 
these  new  programs,  some  of  which  are 
frequently  provided  for  with  the  support 
of  the  individual  members  of  our  com¬ 
mittee,  and  sometimes  they  are  not,  we 
have  tried  to  accept  our  responsibility 
whether  we  support  them  or  not. 

In  this  particular  instance  we  can  see 
many  benefits.  If  you  have  a  long-range 
contract  where  you  can  see  that  things 
are  carried  through  so  much  similar  to 
the  Great  Plains  program,  it  has  certain 
benefits.  At  the  same  time,  however,  we 
have  felt  that  it  was  never  sound  to  start 
a  new  program  full  blast,  but  that  we 
should  go  along  in  the  same  manner,  so 
to  speak. 

Where  we  had  only  $2  million,  it  was 
the  thought  of  the  committee  that  $10 
million  out  of  $19  million  would  be  ample 
to  meet  this  problem  in  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  The  contract  pro¬ 
posal  presented  by  the  Department  to 
those  who  were  interested  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  was  for  the  contract  to  be  paid  in 
one  initial  payment  and  the  option  rested 
with  the  interested  farmer  making  the 
application  as  to  whether  this  was  a  5- 
or  10-year  contract. 

Because  of  the  fact  that  this  was  set 
up  as  an  initial  complete  and  full  pay¬ 
ment  type  of  program  my  question  is 
raised  because  if  this  is  the  method  of 
funding,  then  the  full  amount  is  needed 
at  this  particular  time.  The  words  the 
gentleman  uses  would  be  correct,  if  you 
ascertain  in  advance  that  you  have  the 
money  for  the  contracts  the  Department 
entered  into.  It  leaves  it  in  the  realm  of 
conjecture  as  to  how  many  contracts 
were  entered  into,  and  we  feel  with  all 
of  the  various  types  of  programs  in  this 
Department  we  have  provided  funds  at  a 
rate  that  will  enable  them  to  get  this 
program  started. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  The  gentleman’s 
reservation  is  on  the  total  number  of 
contracts  rather  than  the  full  funding  of 
each  contract. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have  not  ex¬ 
pressed  ourselves  in  any  way  on  putting 
limitations  on  the  carrying  out  of  the 
provisions  of  the  law,  since  we  have  lim¬ 
ited  ourselves  'and  it  leaves  all  the  provi¬ 
sions  in  effect.  The  answer  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  question  would  be  “Yes.” 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  against  the  language 
on  page  17,  line  5,  beginning  with  the 
word  “and”  and  all  that  follows  through 
the  period  on  line  11,  on  the  ground  it 
is  legislation  on  a  general  appropriation 
bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  may  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  that  his 
point  of  order  comes  too  late.  The  Clerk 
has  reached  page  19. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
it  be  in  order  to  make  a  point  of  order  on 
the  third  reading  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  No,  it  would  not. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 


SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7 
U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $78,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeed¬ 
ing  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  return  to  page  17 
for  the  purpose  of  making  a  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
the  program  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15, 
16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed 
$6,000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of 
exhibits,  including  such  displays  at  State, 
interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $215,000,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  December  31  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  programs 
of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-con¬ 
serving  practices  authorized  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Re¬ 
lated  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1962  and 
1963,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1, 
1961,  to  December  31,  1963,  inclusive:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appro¬ 
priated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or 
expenses  of  any  regional  information  em¬ 
ployees  or  any  State  information  employees, 
but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of 
inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided 
further,  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the 
1964  program  may  be  utilized  to  provide 
financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drainage 
on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland 
Types  3  (III),  4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in  United 
States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the 
United  States,  1956:  Provided  further.  That 
necessary  amounts  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the 
formulation  and  administration  of  the  1964 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and 
water-conserving  practices,  including  related 
wildlife  conserving  practices,  under  the  Act 
of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amount¬ 
ing  to  $250,000,000,  including  administra¬ 
tion,  except  that  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the 
participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or 
ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  prac¬ 
tices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the 
agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  : 
Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current 
year’s  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted 
to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services 
of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall 
not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and 
other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in 
addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such 
county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the 
same  purpose  and  under  the  same  condi¬ 
tions  :  Provided  further,  That  for  the  current 
year’s  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available 
for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  prac¬ 
tices:  Provided  further.  That  such  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds. 


9823 

fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming 
practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under 
programs  provided  for  herein:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available 
to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office, 
corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a 
part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary 
or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has 
been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  ac¬ 
tivities”,  approved  August  2,  1939,  as 

amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which 
prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations 
for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other 
expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  man¬ 
ner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or  oppose 
any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress 
except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or 
through  the  proper  official  channels. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  direct  my  re¬ 
marks  to  the  chairman  of  the  subcom- 
mitee?  In  view  of  the  fact  that  appar¬ 
ently  it  will  not  be  possible  to  raise  a 
point  of  order  against  the  language  at 
the  bottom  of  page  16  and  the  top  of 
page  17  of  the  bill  in  regard  to  the  use 
of  section  32  funds,  may  I  inquire  as  to 
the  intent  and  purpose  of  the  language 
beginning  in  line  22,  page  16,  where  it 
says  "except  for”  and  it  goes  on  and  out¬ 
lines  five  different  purposes  for  which 
section  32  funds  may  be  used. 

Is  this  in  effect  an  amendment  to  the 
basic  act  of  August  24,  1935,  usually 
known  as  section  32? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes,  so  far  as  meet¬ 
ing  the  objectives  of  section  32  which 
as  the  gentleman  understands,  provides 
that  30  percent  of  the  import  duties  are 
set  aside  by  law.  It  is  a  continuing  ap¬ 
propriation.  It  is  estimated  there  will 
be  almost  $600  million  in  the  fund.  The 
law  says  one  of  the  primary  purposes  of 
the  act  is  to  promote  increased  uses  of 
those  commodities  in  surplus  supply. 
There  are  certain  limits  in  that  act.  One 
provision  was  that  special  attention 
should  be  given  to  perishable  commodi¬ 
ties  which  I  sponsored  some  years  ago. 
There  is  no  limit  whatsoever  in  the  law 
on  the  use  of  the  amount  available  ex¬ 
cept  that  not  more  than  25  percent  of  the 
30  percent  may  be  used  for  one  com¬ 
modity  and  50  percent  or  more  must  be 
used  for  perishables. 

Last  year,  in  order  to  give  control  to 
Congress,  in  our  conference  report  we 
provided  on  page  8  as  follows.  I  quote: 

The  conferees  are  in  general  agreement 
with  the  intent  of  the  Senate  report  with 
reference  to  the  use  of  section  32  funds, 
whereby  the  use  of  such  funds  will  be  justi¬ 
fied  by  project  and  use  each  year  and  made 
subject  to  annual  approval  by  the  Congress. 

We  do  not  change  the  basic  purposes. 
We  do  here  ask  a  broadening  of  the 
means  to  reach  the  end.  Since  section 
32  is  complete  within  itself  so  far  as 
finances  are  concerned,  and  since  the 
primary  purpose  or  one  of  the  primary 
purposes  is  to  promote  the  increased 
use  of  those  commodities  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply,  the  provision  that  the  gentleman 
refers  TicTis  to  an  extent  a  limit  on  how 
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much  funds  may  be  used,  but  I  will  say 
in  all  candor  it  broadens  the  provisions 
of  the  act  to  some  degree,  not  on  what 
section  32  attempts  to  do  but  broadens 
the  means  as  to  how.  It  broadens  to  a 
degree  how  the  Department  can  do  what 
that  section  provides.  It  adds  additional 
means. 

Mr.  SHORT.  May  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Mississippi,  are  we  in  effect  here, 
with  this  language  in  the  bill  and  per¬ 
haps  other  language  that  we  have  al¬ 
ready  passed,  using  section  32  funds  to 
finance  programs  like  the  food-stamp 
program  that  may  or  may  not  have  re¬ 
ceived  proper  financial  authority  from 
the  Congress? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  According  to  the 
opinion  of  the  general  counsel  of  the 
Department,  the  food-stamp  plan  is 
within  the  authorization  of  section  32. 
The  language  that  we  have  here  in  this 
bill  for  the  food-stamp  plan  is  in  effect 
a  limitation,  because  otherwise  there 
would  be  no  limitation  on  what  part  of 
section  32  could  be  used  for  that  purpose. 
In  effect,  the  $25  million  and  the  food- 
stamp  plan  dollarwise  is  a  limitation  on 
what  otherwise  might  be  done  as  far  as 
this  money  is  concerned.  Candidly,  it  is 
my  opinion  it  does  not  broaden  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  32  but  adds  to  the  au¬ 
thority  to  reach  them.  It  does  give  some 
freedom  as  to  how  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  32  as  far  as  promoting 
those  commodities  in  surplus  supply. 
May  I  say  again,  in  my  opinion,  it  may 
be  the  best  money  we  have  ever  invested 
if  we  can  promote  use  as  against  sale, 
with  the  large  discounts  you  would  be 
forced  to  take. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Dakota  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Always  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  just  wanted  to  ask  one 
more  question.  Would  this  authority 
in  regard  to  the  use  of  section  32  funds 
perhaps  provide  the  means  of  utilizing  all 
of  the  available  section  32  funds  to  the 
extent  that  they  might  not  be  available 
for  the  normal  uses  that  we  are  accus¬ 
tomed  to,  such  as  at  times  when  beef  is 
in  oversupply  or  poultry  is  in  oversupply, 
that  they  could  be  used,  or  is  this  actually 
perhaps  tightening  down  this  authority 
a  little  more  specifically? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say,  in  my  own 
judgment,  that  the  language  proposed 
here  will  make  more  funds  available  for 
the  purposes  that  the  gentleman  de¬ 
scribes,  because  in  the  absence  of  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  this  sort,  larger  amounts  could 
be  used. 

Mr.  SHORT.  They  could  be  used  for 
one  single  purpose  only? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Yes.  My  recollec¬ 
tion  is  that  no  more  than  25  percent  can 
be  used  for  any  one  commodity,  and 
there  are  certain  requirements  that  50 
percent  or  more  must  be  used  primarily 
for  perishable  commodities.  I  repeat 
again,  I  started  that  years  ago  in  this 
subcommittee,  with  the  support  of  the 


subcommittee,  and  later  on  it  was  writ¬ 
ten  into  basic  law. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr  MICHEL.  Happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  understand,  except 
for  the  funds  as  may  be  approved  by  the 
Congress  hereafter,  this  does  permanent¬ 
ly  change  section  32  insofar  as  these 
items  are  concerned. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  broadens  the  way 
that  section  32  funds  can  reach  the  ob¬ 
jectives  set  out  and  for  which  it  is  au¬ 
thorized. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  In  our  several  col¬ 
loquies  with  one  another,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  you  have  not  yet  categorically  told 
me  that  the  Department  cannot  use  this 
money  to  subsidize  a  mill  or  to  get  cot¬ 
ton  at  a  competitive  price.  Can  you  tell 
me  that  this  cannot  be  used  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No,  I  cannot  tell  you. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Would  the  gentleman 
sanction  it  if  the  Department  used  it  for 
that  purpose? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  sanction 
anything  that  I  thought  would  save 
money  in  the  long  run.  It  is  my  belief 
that  section  32,  as  it  now  exists,  permits 
the  same  thing  without  any  limits. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  There  is  no  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  Department  to  subsidize  a 
mill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  said  in  my  opinion, 
section  32  as  presently  written,  would 
authorize  that,  if  in  their  opinion  it 
would  increase  domestic  consumption  of 
those  things  in  surplus.  However,  let 
me  repeat  again  it  is  not  limited  to  a 
single  commodity.  It  is  those  things  that 
are  in  surplus  supply.  The  gentleman 
is  familiar  with  how  many  billions  of 
dollars  we  have  invested  in  them.  This 
lends  itself,  in  my  opinion,  to  saving 
many  millions  of  dollars  that  would 
otherwise  be  necessary. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  My  understanding  is 
then  that  the  legislative  Agriculture 
Committee  has  no  reason  whatever  to 
pass  a  cotton  bill  because  we  are  doing 
here  by  an  appropriation  bill,  the  same 
thing  you  propose  to  do'  on  the  legisla¬ 
tive  side  with  respect  to  cotton. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  bill  before  the 
legislative  committee  would  provide 
$42.50  a  bale  domestic  subsidy.  For 
those  who  feel  that  is  essential,  certainly 
there  would  be  every  reason  to  pass  the 
bill.  It  could  be  that  many  Members  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  essential.  There  are  many 
things  in  the  cotton  bill  I  do  not  par¬ 
ticularly  subscribe  to.  However,  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  vote  for  it  in  view  of  many  other 
factors  that  are  involved. 

I  would  like  to  repeat  again,  this  is 
not  a  one-shot  provision  here.  I  hope 
and  trust,  and  I  say  so  here,  that  the 
Department  will  use  it  wisely  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  these  commodities  where  they 
have  millions  of  dollars  involved  if 
thereby  they  could  save  some  money. 


Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr,  Moorhead: 
On  page  20,  line  25,  strike  out  “$250,000,- 
000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$150,000,000”. 


(Mr.  MOORHEAD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  to  proceed  for  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes.) 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  deserves  the  support 
of  the  Committee  because  a  vote  for  it 
means  two  things : 

First,  it  is  a  vote  for  economy  in  that 
it  will  save  the  taxpayers  of  this  country 
at  least  $100  million — and  I  know  that 
my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
believe  in  reducing  Government  expend¬ 
itures  wherever  possible  consistent  with 
the  national  interest. 

And,  second,  it  is  a  proadministration 
amendment.  It  is  clearly  a  pro -Kennedy 
administration  vote  because  this  amend¬ 
ment,  if  adopted,  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  the  appropriation  to  the  exact 
amount  requested  by  the  Kennedy  ad¬ 
ministration.  I  submit,  however,  that 
it  is  also  a  pro-Eisenhower  administra¬ 
tion  amendment  because  it  reduces  the 
appropriation  almost  down  to  the  level 
of  the  Eisenhower  budget  request  of 
January  16,  1961.  I 

As  I  offer  this  amendment,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  do  so  with  the  understanding  that 
I  have  the  highest  regard  for  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  on  agriculture  appropriations  who 
has  again  accomplished  the  major  task, 
which  he  does  so  well  of  putting  together 
the  agriculture  appropriation  bill.  Out¬ 
side  of  the  defense  appropriation  bill,  it 
is  one  of  the  five  largest  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  covers  a  wide  range 
of  programs  from  foreign  and  domestic 
food  distribution  to  meat  and  poultry 
inspection.  I  have  always  supported  the 
gentleman  on  these  bills  since  I  have 
served  in  Congress,  and  I  shall  certainly 
continue  to  do  so.  Since  I  have  been 
elected  to  Congress,  I  have  voted  for 
agriculture  appropriations  every  time 
they  have  been  presented;  I  have  con¬ 
sistently  voted  for  tobacco  support, 
wheat  support,  cotton  support,  the  sugar 
program  and  feed  grains  support,  rural  ; 
housing,  and  the  diversion  of  unneeded  ' 
cropland  to  conservation  uses. 

I  admire  the  chairman  and  his  sub¬ 
committee  in  their  ability  to  cut  $389 
million  from  the  proposal  by  the  admin¬ 
istration.  My  amendment  is  directed  to 
one  area  where  I  cannot  agree,  and  where 
economy  should  be  practiced — this  is  the 
$250  million  drawing  account — or  a  vari¬ 
ation  of  back-door  financing,  if  you  will, 
for  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  amount  appropriated  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  a  constant  source  of  dis¬ 
agreement  between  both  the  Eisenhower 
and  Kennedy  administrations  and  the  . 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee.  Consistently,  the  administration  has 
asked  for  $150  million  and  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  Congress,  by  very  close  vote,  have 
raised  this  amount  to  $250  million. 
Eisenhower  asked  for  $100  million  and 
this  was  increased  to  a  like  amount. 

This  year  the  agricultural  budget  came 
to  the  Hill  with  a  request  for  $150  mil¬ 
lion  again,  and  again  it  was  raised  to 
$250  million,  the  only  item,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  which  received  an  increase. 

Why  there  would  be  such  an  increase 
is  a  mystery  to  me.  The  only  witness 
outside  of  the  Department  who  had  tes- 
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tified  for  such  an  increase  was  the  lime- 
storite  industry.  Now  I  do  not  begrudge 
their  desire  to  make  a  little  profit  but  I 
do  not  think  it  should  be  done  at  the 
expense  of  the  Government.  The  extra 
limestone  would  simply  go  to  flatlands 
where  there  is  no  erosion,  no  need  for 
conservation,  and  would  simply  result 
next  year  in  larger  crops  per  acre  in  the 
future  for  which  the  American  taxpayer 
would  have  to  pay  to  store.  Thus  we 
are  wasting  money  two  ways — a  subsidy 
for  soil  betterment  to  produce  bigger 
crops,  costing  billions  of  dollars  a  year 
to  underwrite  and  store. 

This  amendment,  therefore,  calls  for 
proeconomy,  pro-Democratic,  pro-Re- 
publican  administration  vote.  Does  it 
call  for  an  anticonservation  vote? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  emphatically, 
“No.” 

Before  I  came  to  Congress  I  was,  and 
I  still  am,  a  strong  conservationist.  Back 
home,  I  was  a  member  of  the  board  of 
the  Western  Pennsylvania  Conservancy 
and  the  Recreation  Conservation  and 
Park  Council.  I  could  not  face  my 
friends  if  I  were  proposing' an  anticon¬ 
servation  amendment. 

I  have  supported  and  will  continue  to 
support  the  permanent — as  opposed  to 
the  temporary — conservation  programs 
of  the  ACP.  I  favor  tree  planting,  ter¬ 
racing,  contour  plowing,  row  stripping, 
wildlife  cover  planting  programs,  and 
the  rest. 

But  I  do  oppose  the  increasingly  large 
part  of  ACP  which  has  little  to  do  with 
permanently  conserving  our  soil,  but  is 
designed  primarily  at  getting  more  pro¬ 
duction  per  acre. 

Without  considering  the  budget  of  the 
Interior  Department,  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  money  appropriated  for  conserva¬ 
tion  in  this  bill. 

The  total  amount  for  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  under  this  bill  is  over  $200 
million;  for  the  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service,  $702  mil¬ 
lion;  and  for  Agricultural  Research,  $181 
million,  or  a  total  of  over  $1,000  million. 
Even  if  we  look  more  narrowly  at  the 
bill  for  strictly  conservation  purposes, 
we  find  $97  million  for  conservation 
operations,  $63  million  for  watershed 
protection,  $25  million  for  flood  preven¬ 
tion,  $13  million  for  Great  Plains  con¬ 
servation  program,  over  $1  million  for 
resource  conservation  and  development, 
$294  million  for  conseration  reserve 
program,  $10  million  for  land-use  ad¬ 
justment  program,  $59  million  for'plant 
and  animal  disease  and  pest  control. 

This  is  a  conservative  grand  total 
under  this  bill  of  $562  million.  If  we 
add  the  $250  million  proposed  for  ACP, 
we  reach  the  grand  total  of  $812  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  who  are  conserva¬ 
tionists  are  also  taxpayers,  and  we  do 
not  want  to  spend  that  extra  $100  mil¬ 
lion  out  of  a  total  of  $1,000  million  for 
programs  that  masquerade  under  the 
banner  of  conservation  but  are  really 
production  subsidies. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  particular 
program  is,  in  large  measure,  a  produc¬ 
tion  subsidy  program.  All  our  experi¬ 
ence  tells  us  that  subsidy  programs,  once 
started  for  good  purposes,  tend  to  grow 
on  the  ship  of  state  like  barnacles. 


Every  subsidy  program  should  be  given 
a  good  shaking  now  and  then  to  separate 
the  good  and  necessary  from  the  bu¬ 
reaucratic  and  bad.  I  do  not  propose  to 
kill  the  program;  on  the  contrary,  I 
would  preserve  the  good  three-fifths  of 
it  and  merely  reduce  it  to  the  size  that 
two  administrators — one  Republican,  the 
other  Democratic — thought  was  suffi¬ 
cient  for  them  to  carry  out  the  objectives 
laid  down  by  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  father  used  to  refer 
to  a  state  of  beatitude  which  he  de¬ 
scribed  as  “the  calm  confidence  of  a 
Presbyterian  holding  four  aces.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  my  friends, 
vote  for  this  amendment  and  you  can  re¬ 
turn  to  your  districts  calmly  holding  four 
aces — the  aces  of  conservation  for  our 
children,  economy  for  our  taxpayers,  sup¬ 
port  for  our  President,  and  freedom  of 
enterprise  for  our  farmers  and  industries. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  KYL.  Is  there  any  guarantee  that 
if  this  amendment  is  adopted  funds 
which  are  appropriated  will  not  be  used 
for  the  purposes  about  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  been  speaking? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  I  cannot  make  the 
gentleman  a  guarantee,  but  I  have  been 
advised  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that  they  will  not  be  so  used. 

Mr.  KYL.  This  liming  of  land  would 
be  eliminated  first?  That  is  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  program,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it? 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  That  is  the  pro¬ 
gram,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  to  continue  to 
have  a  prosperous  agriculture  in  this 
country  we  must  conserve  our  soil  and 
water.  The  program  that  does  more 
along  this  line  than  any  other  program 
provided  for  in  this  bill  is  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram.  I  dislike  finding  myself  in  dis¬ 
agreement  with  my  congehial  and  lov¬ 
able  friend  from  Pennsylvania,  but  I  say 
to  him  quite  frankly  that  on  this  occa¬ 
sion  he  is  wrong. 

If  you  examine  the  hearings  that  ap¬ 
pear  on  the  table  here  you  will  find  that 
as  far  as  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
generally  is  concerned,  they  are  in  favor 
of  the  ACP  program  in  its  entirety.  You 
will  find  further  that  the  ACP  program  is 
the  small  farmer’s  program.  If  there  is 
a  program  in  operation  today  that  takes 
care  of  the  family  farmer  it  is  the  ACP 
program.  It  is  the  program  where  we 
have  cooperation  between  the  small 
family  farmer,  the  local  ACP  committee, 
the  extension  service,  the  state  office  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

This  is  not  a  program  where  we  have 
an  expenditure  carried  entirely  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Here  we  have  an 
expenditure  that  is  on  a  matching  basis. 
Almost  every  program  under  ACP  is  a 
50-50  program.  There  are  very  few  ex¬ 
ceptions. 

I  say  to  you  quite  frankly,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  this  is  a  program  that  assists 
not  only  our  farmer  but  the  city  dweller 
as  well.  I  have  served  for  about  9  years 
on  this  committee.  We  made  a  practice 
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each  year  of  restoring  the  reductions 
in  the  ACP  program.  I  say  to  you,  at 
no  time  can  you  consider  this  a  saving 
insofar  as  the  future  of  this  country  is 
concerned  when  you  consider  our  ex¬ 
panding  population  and  the  responsi¬ 
bility  that  is  placed  upon  the  American 
farmer  today.  We  are  considering  a 
$250-million  authorization  under  this 
amendment,  not  an  expenditure  of  funds 
but  an  authorization  for  the  fiscal  year 
1964.  This  is  a  small  part  of  the  overall 
amount  contained  in  this  bill  of  $5,979,- 
457,000.  If  there  is  one  line  in  this  bill 
that  serves  the  family  farmer  and  that 
protects  the  future  of  our  country,  it  is 
the  ACP  program.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed 
for  5  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  almost  every  year  when  this  bill 
comes  before  the  full  committee  and  be¬ 
fore  the  House  we  are  confronted  with 
those  who,  I  think,  are  very  ill-informed 
in  trying  to  bring  about  economy  at  the 
expense  of  those  small  farmers  who 
utilize  this  program. 

I  might  say  here  there  is  nothing  worse 
in  the  legislative  process  than  a  little 
information  about  something.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  who  of¬ 
fered  this  amendment  certainly  has  little 
information  because  he  did  not  touch  on 
one  single  element  or  item  which  this 
appropriation  is  designed  to  take  care  of. 

In  the  first  place,  the  use  of  agricul¬ 
tural  limestone  in  this  Government’s 
program  has  already  been  cut  by  75 
percent.  The  original  authorization 
called  for  $500  million.  By  virtue  of  in¬ 
flation  the  purchasing  power  has  been 
cut  to  one-half  and  due  to  the  fact  that 
this  bill  calls  for  only  $250  million,  the 
farmers  will  only  be  permitted  to  pur¬ 
chase  one-fourth  of  the  original  quan¬ 
tity  of  limestone  which  we  found  need 
for  when  we  passed  the  original  act  in 
1936. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  this  limestone? 
Talking  about  economy  in  this  program 
is  as  phony  as  the  $7  bill.  You  would 
be  doing  much  better  to  go  and  vote 
against  our  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island,  Mr.  Fogarty’s  health 
program  or  his  program  for  research  on 
heart  disease  and  cancer.  There  is  a 
lot  more  to  this  program  than  just  pay¬ 
ing  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  agricultural 
limestone  for  the  farmers. 

What  does  this  lime  do  to  the  soil? 
There  are  about  three  or  four  points 
that  I  would  like  to  make.  In  the  first 
place  nitrogen-fixing  bacteria  cannot  live 
in  sour  soil.  Limestone  sweetens  the  soil 
making  the  climate  favorable  for  nitro¬ 
gen-fixing  bacteria.  In.  sweetened  soil 
the  farmer  can  plant  legumes  and  that 
includes  almost  any  kind  of  clover  and 
also  includes  soybean  and  so,  as  I  was 
saying,  in  sweet  soil  nitrogen-fixing  bac¬ 
teria  will  grow  and  enabling  the  plants 
through  the  process  of  photosynthesis  to 
take  the  nitrogen  out  of  the  air  and  store 
it  in  the  soil.  If  you  pull  one  of  those 
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plants  up,  you  will  find  big  nodules  on 
the  roots  of  it,  some  almost  as  large  as 
the  end  of  your  finger.  They  have  nitro¬ 
gen  which  that  plant  has  taken  from  the 
air  and  stored  in  the  soil. 

Where  does  the  economy  come  in?  On 
poor  hillsides  all  over  the  country  you 
will  find  foliage  as  a  result  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  If  you  have  this  lime,  you  im¬ 
mediately  get  a  crop  of  legumes.  You 
get  a  heavy  crop.  I  bought  under  the 
soil  conservation  practice  and  I  have 
been  planting  it  in  trees. 

Therefore,  the  use  of  this  lime  pre¬ 
vents  the  clogging  up  of  our  streams  and 
prevents  the  silting  of  our  reservoirs  on 
which  we  are  spending  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  every  year.  It  is  costing  us  millions 
of  dollars  to  clean  these  streams  up.  It 
is  costing  us  millions  of  dollars  to  build 
these  reservoirs  and  they  are  becoming 
silted.  Many  of  them  are  becoming 
silted  at  a  much  higher  rate  than  was 
originally  anticipated.  But  that  is  not 
the  important  point.  I  want  you  to  get 
this.  In  the  past  9  years  the  ground 
content  of  strontium  90  has  increased  by 
20  times  or  2,000  percent.  In  the  North¬ 
eastern  States  there  was  little  strontium 
90  in  the  ground  before  we  started  our 
nuclear  tests.  Now  in  areas  where  there 
was  as  much  as  4  units,  it  shows  80 
units  now  or  an  increase  of  20  times.  But 
if  calcium  is  in  the  soil  the  soil  will  not 
absorb  the  strontium  90  so  readily.  It 
will  absorb  the  strontium  90  less  because 
of  the  higher  chemical  affinity  of  the 
calcium. 

Now  you  people  who  live  in  the  South¬ 
east  and  in  the  East,  do  you  want  to  eat 
those  plants  and  do  you  want  your  chil¬ 
dren  to  eat  plants  that  are  deficient  in 
calcium ;  calcium  being  essential  to  bones, 
to  the  skull,  the  blood,  and  essential  to 
all  the  tissues  as  well  as  the  red  blood 
corpuscles?  Do  you  want  them  to  eat 
plants  which  have  absorbed  strontium  90 
instead  of  calcium,  and  which  also  af¬ 
fects  the  chromosomes  and  of  course,  in 
turn,  affects  the  genes  of  the  chromo¬ 
somes  that  have  to  do  with  sterility  of 
individuals? 

We  do  not  know  what  the  complete 
effect  of  strontium  90  is  going  to  be  on 
posterity.  We  do  know  it  is  not  going 
to  be  good.  We  do  not  know  how  much 
more  strontium  90  we  can  stand,  but  we 
do  know  if  calcium  is  not  found  in  the 
soil,  the  plants  will  readily  absorb  the 
strontium  90  and  our  children  and  our¬ 
selves  and  posterity  will  be  eating  those 
plants  deficient  in  the  essential  elements 
of  calcium  and  also  with  a  surplus  of 
strontium  90.  Posterity  will  suffer  the 
consequences  therefrom. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  I  think  perhaps  the 
gentleman  missed  the  point.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  with  reference 
to  these  lands  which  he  has  been  buy¬ 
ing  and  on  which  the  taxpayers  have 
been  putting  this  lime  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  feel  the  taxpayers  owe  the  gentle¬ 
man  the  responsibility  to  do  that? 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  No,  sir,  and 
I  will  never  receive  1  dime  from  it,  but 
posterity  will.  We  do  not  own  this 


land.  This  land  belongs  to  posterity. 
We  are  only  living  on  it.  We  are  only 
passing  through.  Each  and  every  one 
of  us  knows  it  is  our  patriotic  duty  to 
conserve  this  soil  for  posterity.  I  never 
expect  to  get  the  first  dime  from  the 
land  which  I  am  replanting  in  pine  trees, 
walnut  trees,  and  conserving  through 
other  conservation  practices  in  order  to 
keep  the  land  from  eroding.  It  will 
never  do  me  any  good.  Therefore,  the 
Government  is  merely  making  a  small 
investment  to  help  me  conserve  that 
land  for  others. 

Do  not  forget  what  the  Chinaman 
told  his  son  when  he  gave  him  a  little 
plot  of  ground,  about  one-quarter  of  an 
acre.  He  said  “Hang  on  to  this,  son, 
because  God  will  never  make  any  more.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  land  is  precious.  Let 
us  conserve  it.  Let  us  leave  this  soil  as 
plentiful  as  we  can  for  posterity,  this 
soil  which  we  inherited.  Let  us  take 
care  of  it  and  leave  it  to  posterity,  or 
else  we  will  find  ourselves  in  the  same 
situation  that  the  Chinese  now  find 
themselves,  with  soil  washed  away  and 
gone  forever. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  takes  1  million  years 
to  make  a  ton  of  soil  on  an  acre  of 
ground.  Let  us  preserve  it.  Let  us 
save  it. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  I  have  difficulty  in 
understanding  how  posterity  is  going  to 
own  this  land. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  The  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  think  I  am  going  to  take 
it  with  me,  does  he? 

Mr.  SNYDER.  No,  but  I  would  suspect 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  would 
leave  it  to  some  individual  of  his  family 
or  others. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  You  might 
take  part  of  your  money  along  with  you, 
or  you  might  give  the  Government’s 
share  to  some  of  our  less  friendly  na¬ 
tions  some  place,  if  that  is  what  you 
wish  to  do.  Then  that  is  all  right  with 
me,  but  I  want  to  take  care  of  my  people 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  SNYDER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  suspect  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  taking  care  of  his  people.  I  sus¬ 
pect  this  rather  than  the  fact  that  the 
land  will  go  to  posterity. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  I  think  the 
gentleman  is  impugning  my  motives,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  do  not  think  he  means 
that.  But  if  he  does,  I  certainly  have  all 
the  evidence  in  the  world  to  prove  to  him 
that  I  certainly  am  not  hoarding  a  cent, 
and  have  not  hoarded  a  cent  since  I  have 
been  in  this  Congress.  I  doubt  very 
seriously  if  I  will,  based  upon  our  pres¬ 
ent  conditions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

(Mr.  ROSENTHAL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise- in  support  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  some  of  my  col¬ 


leagues  here  today  a  few  short  words 
from  an  article  which  appeared  in  this 
past  Sunday’s  magazine  section  of  the 
New  York  Times.  This  is  an  article  en¬ 
titled  “Now  the  Nonfarmer  Asks  for 
Parity.”  It  was  written  by  Prof.  Edward 
Higbee  of  the  University  of  Rhode  Is¬ 
land,  and  in  part  reads  as  follows: 

There  is  some  new  thinking  on  Capitol 
Hill.  The  voice  of  the  urban  citizen  is  be¬ 
ginning  to  be  heard.  It  is  he  who  goes  with¬ 
out  public  services  he  needs  in  order  to  pay 
for  the  farm  program. 

The  urban  taxpayer  naturally  gets  aroused 
when  he  considers  his  own  desperate  needs 
for  public  services  that  he  cannot  have  be¬ 
cause  the  money  is  soaked  up  by  agriculture's 
$7-billion  sponge.  If  a  few  billions  were 
transferred  from  spending  on  the  farms  to 
the  congested  metropolitan  areas,  quite  a 
number  of  public  hardships  could  be  relieved 
without  any  increase  in  taxes. 

***** 

The  magazine,  Wallaces  Farmer,  a  voice 
to  reckon  with  in  the  Corn  Belt,  sensed  the 
wind  of  change  in  January  1962.  “We’ve 
had  farm  program  fights  practically  every 
year,”  it  editorialized.  “But  they  were  most¬ 
ly  family  spats — differences  of  opinion 
among  farmers  themselves.  Now  a  third 
party,  the  city  consumer,  armed  with  new 
voting  power,  is  watching  these  goings-on 
in  Washington  with  increasing  interest  and 
suspicion.  With  this  new  ‘partner’  abroad, 
farm  legislation  must  be  drawn  more  care¬ 
fully.  To  avoid  a  violent  consumer  revolt 
at  the  polls,  political  leaders  know  that 
future  farm  programs  must  be  less  costly 
and  more  effective.” 

It  seems  to  me  I  would  be  violating  my 
oath  of  office  and  my  conscience  if  I 
were  to  vote  against  this  amendment 
and  to  say  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommendation  of  $150  million  should 
be  increased  to  $250  million.  All  of  us 
have  been  searching  for  ways  to  bring 
about  economy.  This  is  one  of  the  best 
that  has  been  presented  to  us  since  I 
have  been  a  Member  of  Congress. 

Ever  since  the  Dust  Bowl  days  of  the 
thirties  public  and  private  agencies  have 
been  encouraging  farmers  to  carry  out 
land  management  practices  that  protect 
soil  and  water  resources. 

Incentives  have  ranged  from  philo¬ 
sophical  exhortations  to  technical  and 
financial  assistance. 

Farmers  have,  the  record  shows,  re¬ 
sponded  quite  well  to  all  of  them — and 
no  matter  where  we  live  in  the  United 
States,  we  are  the  better  for  it. 

However,  there  must  come  a  time  in 
any  program  of  this  tiype  when  results — 
in  themselves — justify  at  least  a  measure 
of  incentive  for  continued  efforts. 

Perhaps,  for  example,  the  increased 
productivity  and  value  of  land  resulting 
from  carrying  out  conservation  practices 
should  carry  a  little  more  of  the  incen¬ 
tive  cost,  and  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States  a  little  less. 

It  could  be  that  the  conservation  mo¬ 
mentum  in  farming  areas  is  so  great  that 
a  little  reduction  in  its  cash  subsidies 
would  not  be  noticed. 

This  is  worth  trying. 

A  $150  million  appropriation  for  the 
Agricultural  Conservation  Program  does 
not  spell  the  end  of  the  program — and 
certainly  does  not  put  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  out  of  the  business  of  subsidizing 
soil  and  water  conservation  or  individual 
farms  or  in  farming  communities. 
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A  study  of  this  bill  reveals  a  substan¬ 
tial  interest  in  conservation  beyond  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  ap¬ 
propriation. 

It  provides,  for  example,  for  expendi¬ 
tures  in  excess  of  $97  million  for  Soil 
Conservation  Service  technical  assistance 
to  farmers  and  ranchers  in  carrying  out 
locally  adapted  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  programs.  It  provides  another  $88 
million  for  watershed  protection  and 
flood  prevention,  nearly  $13  million  for 
the  Great  Plains  program  and  better 
than  $1  million  for  resources  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  has 
authority  to  make  soil  and  water  loans 
running  well  into  the  millions. 

A  part  of  the  educational  funds  of  the 
Federal  Extension  Service  have  tradi¬ 
tionally  gone  into  the  reasons  for  and  re¬ 
sults  from  soil  and  conservation  prac¬ 
tices. 

While  acreage  diversion  payments 
under  current  feed  grains  and  wheat  pro¬ 
grams  are  primarily  for  the  maintenance 
of  farm  income,  the  removal  of  acres 
from  soil-depleting  crops  has  impact  in 
the  soil  conservation  field. 

The  administration  which  asked  an 
appropriation  of  $150  million  for  the 
agricultural  conservation  program,  and 
which  is  responsible  for  carrying  out  the 
program,  has  made  and  is  making  an  im¬ 
pressive  record  in  the  whole  area  of  pro¬ 
tection  and  rehabilitation  of  our  natural 
resources. 

Accepting  its  judgment  that  a  satis¬ 
factory  ACP  program  can  be  carried  out 
during  the  coming  year  with  a  hundred 
million  dollars  less  than  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides  is  not  a  blow  to  the  conservation 
movement. 

It  simply  constitutes  a  reassessment  of 
needs,  and  is  in  the  public  interest.  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  came  over  here  to  vote 
in  support  of  this  amendment,  but  I  did 
not  realize  the  gravity  of  the  situation 
until  I  heard  the  remarks  of  my  beloved 
friend  from  Indiana,  who  pointed  out 
that  inherent  in  this  amendment  is 
destruction,  not  just  of  the  American 
family  farm  but  of  untold  generations 
of  Americans  to  come,  that  we  are  de¬ 
priving  individuals  of  calcium  to  build 
up  their  skulls,  to  build  their  bones; 
that  we  are  invariably  inflicting  chro¬ 
mosomes  vast  damage  on  generations  un¬ 
born  and  generations  to  follow  those. 

I  have  a  high  regard  for  my  dear 
friend  from  Indiana,  for  whom  I  have 
the  greatest  affection,  but,  you  know,  we 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  get  so  few  op¬ 
portunities  to  vote  for  economy  that 
when  the  opportunity  presents  itself  we 
must  grab  it  vigorously  by  the  forelock, 
because,  you  see,  in  years  past  we  on  this 
side  have  manifested  more  concern  and 
we  have  spent  money  on  an  abundance 
of  projects.  We  have  spent  money  on 
school  lunch  programs,  care  for  the  aged, 
urban  renewal,  highways,  abatement  of 
pollution,  housing,  schools,  health,  re¬ 
search  into  cancer,  communicable  dis¬ 
eases,  maternal  and  child  health  benefits, 


adequate  salaries  for  our  Government 
employees,  hospital  construction  and 
upon  a  thousand  and  one  other  projects 
and  programs  which  we  felt  were  in  the 
public  interest,  but  on  which  our  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  other  side  were  able  to 
make  economy  votes. 

I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  good  friend 
has  presented  to  this  House  a  very 
dangerous  picture,  and  I  think  anyone 
who  votes  for  economy  under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances  should  do  it  with  the  utmost 
of  care. 

I  point  out  to  the  House  today,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  my  good  friend  from 
Indiana  in  presenting  this  destruction  on 
untold  generations  of  Americans  yet  to 
come  overlooks  the  fact  that  economy 
really  begins  at  home.  I  think  here  we 
have  a  chance  to  give  my  beloved  friend 
from  Indiana  and  others  who  favor 
economy  a  chance  to  strike  a  real  blow 
for  economy  in  their  own  backyard. 
Where  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  said 
$150  million  is  enough,  that  $150  million 
for  liming  fields  I  am  sure  will  buy  a  lot 
of  limestone. 

I  recognize  a  few  generations  of  Amer¬ 
icans  may  lose  a  couple  of  milligrams  of 
calcium,  and  I  am  sure  they  have  the 
sympathy  of  us  all. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  has 
pointed  out  to  the  House  that  this  is 
important  and  in  the  interest  of  fiscal 
responsibility.  However  I  am  sure  that 
my  friend  concurs  with  the  need  to  pro¬ 
vide  Americans  of  the  future  with  a  bal¬ 
anced  budget,  with  all  of  the  things  that 
my  good  friends  on  the  Republican  side 
of  the  aisle  say  are  necessary  with  regard 
to  meeting  and  reducing  the  national 
debt,  eliminating  useless  and  senseless 
programs.  We  have  an  interest  in  ex¬ 
ploring  this  .on  the  other  side  of  the 
problem.  I  think  a  few  of  us  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle  can  be  excused  if  we  vote 
to  spend  only  $150  million  of  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money  on  liming  land  rather 
than  the  $250  million. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  understand  it  has 
been  stated  that  this  would  be  a  pro- 
Kennedy  vote  if  we  vote  for  this.  I  hope 
there  are  going  to  be  some  new  medals 
struck  here  in  the  interest  of  economy. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  The  gentleman  is  al¬ 
ways  voting  with  me  for  economy  when 
he  does  it  wisely.  I  wish  my  good  friend 
would  vote  more  wisely  for  economy  and 
more  in  the  public  interest  on  programs 
to  spend  money  which  will  help  people. 

Mr.  RANDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  made  a  remark  a  few  minutes 
ago  that  one  should  not  speak  on  a  sub¬ 
ject  that  he  may  not  be  well  versed  upon. 
I  am  not  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  but  I  have  carefully  observed 
the  good  results  of  the  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  gone  on  in  my  own  con¬ 
gressional  district.  Now  I  have  heard 
this  talk  about  economy  here  today. 
There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about  econ¬ 
omy  so  far  this  session  by  a  lot  of  Mem¬ 
bers,  but  the  question  arises  in  my  mind 


9827 

whether  to  vote  for  this  amendment  is 
really  and  truly  an  economy  vote.  It  has 
been  suggested  here  by  the  proponent  of 
this  amendment  that  this  amendment  is 
an  economy  amendment.  Its  proponent 
says  his  amendment  is  not  only  pro- 
Kennedy  but  somehow  is  also  pro-Eisen¬ 
hower.  I  just  cannot  understand.  Then 
just  a  while  ago  you  heard  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  in  the  well  here  talk  about 
strontium  90  and  how  lime  applications 
could  offset  the  danger  from  strontium 
90.  But  I  will  not  go  into  that  further  at 
this  time.  Howeve",  I  suspect  that  as  the 
years  go  on  there  will  be  much  less  light¬ 
hearted  sort  of  talk  about  strontium  and 
a  lot  less  fun  made  of  it  than  was  done 
by  the  last  speaker  who  just  preceded  me 
in  the  well  today.  Strontium  90  is  a 
deadly  serious  thing  and  if  applications 
of  lime  can  offset  its  damaging  and  dead¬ 
ly  effects  then  let  us  apply  lime  and  lots 
of  it. 

But,  I  want  to  talk  about  this  question 
of  subsidy  and  whether  we  are  further 
subsidizing  the  farmers  by  a  conserva¬ 
tion  program.  I  say  we  are  not.  But  in 
a  minute  or  two  let  us  see  some  of  the 
things  that  are  being  done  in  conserva¬ 
tion  in  some  of  our  congressional  dis¬ 
tricts.  Many  of  us  ourselves  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  we  represent  both  part  of  the 
people  in  the  large  cities  and  as  well  have 
adjoining  counties  with  farm  areas  also 
in  our  districts.  I  have  a  district  that 
is  about  half  divided  between  an  agricul¬ 
tural  area  and  an  urban  or  suburban 
area,  and  I  think  I  can  see  both  sides  of 
the  issue  here  today.  And,  I  say  to  you 
that  the  great  portion  of  the  consumers 
living  in  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  will  be  glad 
to  pay  this  portion  of  their  taxes  if  it  is 
for  conservation  purposes  because  they 
know  something  about  what  conserva¬ 
tion  means.  They  know  conservation  is 
an  investment.  But  let  us  see  for  a  mo¬ 
ment  what  we  are  actually  doing  in  this 
agricultural  conservation  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  by  the  conservation 
program  we  are  providing  permanent 
cover  for  erosion  control.  We  are  pro¬ 
viding  for  crop  rotation  which  will  lead 
to  erosion  control.  It  is  true  that  the 
application  of  liming  materials  is  a  sub¬ 
stantial  part  of  this  program  but  that 
is  not  all  of  the  program  by  any  means. 
The  conservation  program  includes  the 
improvement  of  grass  land  management, 
it  provides  for  pits,  ponds  or  dams  for 
livestock  water  and  provides  for  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  sod  waterways  to  dispose 
of  excess  runoff.  This  conservation 
program  means  there  will  be  construc¬ 
tion  of  terraces,  control  of  erosion  to 
conserve  moisture  and  it  means  con¬ 
struction  will  go  forward  on  terraces  or 
ditches  and  dikes  to  control  erosion. 

The  whole  watershed  program  is  being 
affected  if  this  appropriation  is  cut  back 
to  the  extent  this  amendment  would 
provide. 

There  was  a  wise  gentleman  over  in 
Cincinnati  a  few  years  ago  who  was  quite 
a  writer,  a  sage,  a  philosopher,  and  he 
pointed  out  there  was  only  about  3  or  4 
inches  of  topsoil  between  the  people  of 
these  United  States  and  starvation  and 
that  if  we  did  not  conserve  our  good  soil 
there  would  be  an  inadequate  food  sup- 
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ply  in  future  years.  Oh,  I  know  you  will 
say  we  can  get  more  out  of  each  acre 
now,  by  advanced  and  improved  farming 
methods  but  remember  also  we  are  tak¬ 
ing  good  fertile  acres  away  from  farm 
use  each  day  by  our  vast  highway  build¬ 
ing  program,  with  its  thousands  of  clov- 
erleafs  and  lots  of  good  land  is  being 
increasingly  consumed  by  sprawling 
suburban  subdivisions.  You  just  can¬ 
not  get  farm  production  out  of  naked 
rock  or  sterile  deserts.  We  must  con¬ 
serve  our  good  topsoil.  This  should  not 
be  looked  at  as  a  subsidy;  instead  this 
is  a  conservation  program,  and  I  urge 
those  of  you  who  represent  cities  to  vote 
against  this  amendment,  because  if  it 
is  approved  you  are  in  the  years  ahead 
are  going  to  be  adversely  affected,  you 
and  all  of  your  city  constitutuents  who 
are  the  consumers  of  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RANDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  for  making  a  very 
good  statement.  For  some  14  years  the 
ACP  appropriation  has  been  $250  mil¬ 
lion,  just  as  it  is  in  this  bill.  This 
amendment  would  reduce  that  amount 
lower  than  it  was  up  to  date  and  it  would 
ruin  what  otherwise  is  a  good  program. 
I  represent  a  district  of  small  farmers, 
and  this  is  more  important  to  my  district 
than  any  other  phase  of  the  agricultural 
program.  And,  it  represents  only  4  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cost.  It  is  used  to  fill 
in  gullies,  stop  erosion,  substitute  broom- 
sage  with  alfalfa,  and  it  is  used  to  assist 
the  farmer  in  helping  himself  and  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  soil  for  future  generations. 
Now,  our  topsoil  is  one  of  our  greatest 
assets,  and  once  we  lose  it  it  is  gone 
forever. 

We  have  seen  China  and  many  other 
countries  suffer  starvation  because  they 
have  permitted  their  topsoil  to  be  ruined. 
One  of  the  great  purposes  we  should  have 
in  mind  is  to  pass  on  our  heritage  to  our 
future  generations,  and  if  we  vote  for  this 
amendment,  we  are  voting  to  refuse  to 
do  that. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RANDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  agree  that  to  talk  about  reducing 
taxes  and  increasing  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  in  order  to  spur  the  economy  and  at 
the  same  time  want  to  reduce  this  pro¬ 
gram  of  small  matching  fund  projects  by 
$100  million  would  be  the  height  of  in¬ 
consistency? 

Mr.  RANDALL.  I  agree.  Now,  Mr. 
Chairman,  may  I  conclude  by  saying  that 
those  of  you  who  represent  big  city  dis¬ 
tricts  should  remember  that  if  you  vote 
for  this  amendment  to  reduce  conserva¬ 
tion  funds  your  vote  can  come  home  to 
haunt  you  and  affect  adversely  in  future 
years  the  people  in  the  cities  you  repre¬ 
sent. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  remark 
that  about  4  hours  ago  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Atomic  Energy  completed  sev¬ 


eral  days  of  hearings  on  the  subject 
of  fallout  during  which  a  number  of 
Government  witnesses  testified.  The 
net  effect  of  the  testimony  was,  in  my 
opinion,  that  insofar  as  the  effect  of  fall¬ 
out  from  all  weapons  tests  to  date  is 
concerned,  it  roughly  amounts  to  radi¬ 
ation  exposure  less  than  the  difference 
between  living  in  a  wood  frame  house 
and  a  brick  house. 

This  is  less  than  removing  one’s  resi¬ 
dence  from  sea  level  to  400  or  500  feet 
above  sea  level.  So,  I  ask  that  in  good 
conscience  and  in  good  judgment  the. 
Members  of  the  House  not  be  swayed  by 
misinformation  relative  to  the  matter 
of  fallout. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  all  due  respect  to 
my  good  friend  from  California  who 
makes  an  impassioned  plea  now  to  rem¬ 
edy  fallout  and  the  strontium  90  prob¬ 
lem,  in  part  by  way  of  this  program  may 
I  say  frankly,  we,  as  individual  farm¬ 
ers,  ought  to  have  been  doing  this  all 
the  time  for  ourselves.  This  does  not 
mean  that  you  have  to  have  the  Govern¬ 
ment  doing  it.  When  I  was  a  kid  we 
took  out  our  own  hedgerows  behind  a 
team  of  mules.  If  there  were  any  stone 
fences  there — and  we  do  not  have  them 
out  our  way  although  in  New  England 
you  do — that  is  your  job  an  an  individu¬ 
al  farmer,  to  tear  down  that  thing  if 
you  want  to  be  self-reliant.  It  is  not 
proper  to  come  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  half  of  the  cost  of  doing  this. 

That  is  what  you  are  doing  here. 
There  is  no  rhyme,  reason,  or  sense  to 
pay  a  farmer  for  that.  I  have  80  per¬ 
cent  of  my  farmers  getting  this  money. 
It  is  like  a  raise  in  congressional  salary. 
Any  number  of  this  House,  when  we  get 
to  the  point  of  raising  our  salary,  will 
vote  against  it,  but  these  same  people 
will  be  right  there  to  get  it  on  payday. 
It  is  the  same  thing  with  the  farmers,  or 
with  80  percent  of  them  in  my  district. 
“It  is  there,  and  I  might  as  well  get  my 
share.”  That  does  not  make  it  right, 
however.  On  these  farms  where  the 
Government  is  paying  farmers  not  to 
grow  something  on  his  divefted  acres, 
the  Federal  Government  comes  right 
back  and  says,  on  those  same  acres  we 
will  pay  50  percent  of  the  cover  for  those 
acres.  Then  what  does  the  farmer  do? 
Those  acres  diverted  this  year  go  into 
production  next  year  and  a  new  plot 
diverted  to  qualify  for  these  payments. 

Most  of  this  stuff  is  for  short-range 
production  stimulants  rather  than  long- 
range  conservation  practices.  There  is 
just  no  good  rhyme,  reason,  or  sense  to 
it.  It  is  wrong.  I  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  hope  it  will  have  a  good  meas¬ 
ure  of  bipartisan  support. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield 
to  my  friend  from  Indiana,  who  does  a 
real  good  job  defending  and  arguing  his 
point  of  view. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  Just  to 
straighten  the  record,  for  the  sake  of 
the  record,  someone  might  think  there 
was  a  conflict  of  interest  in  my  own 
dealings.  I  will  say  for  the  record,  and 
I  will  not  correct  it,  that  if  you  will 


check  you  will  find  Earl  Wilson  received 
less  than  $250  for  a  liming  program  since 
the  program  was  initiated.  That  is  the 
total.  It  is  not  $250  per  year,  but  that 
is  the  total.  It  is  not  a  case  of  conflict  of 
interest,  but  a  case  of  trying  to  build  up 
some  of  this  land  and  pass  it  on.  It  is 
not  going  to  do  me  any  good.  I  put  out 
12,000  trees  last  year.  Those  trees  will 
be  60  years  old  before  one  of  those  small 
seedlings  will  make  a  tree.  I  doubt  very 
much  if  I  am  here  then. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  friend  from  Indiana  for  making  his 
position  clear  in  the  Record  and  I  hope 
he  is  here  with  us  when  those  trees  ma¬ 
ture.  He  is  indeed  a  most  able,  diligent, 
and  hard-working  member  of  our  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  15  minutes,  the  last  5 
minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Olson]. 

Mr.  OLSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  believe  there  needs  to  be  a  little 
correction  of  the  misinformation  that 
has  been  given  us,  or  the  arguments 
made  which  tend  to  lead  us  to  be  mis¬ 
informed,  on  this  amendment.  My  good 
friends  from  the  urban  areas  have  talked 
about  the  surplus  situation  and  the 
spending  of  money  that  supposedly 
would  create  more  surpluses.  I  want  to 
say  to  you  in  all  frankness  that  if  we 
were  short  of  food  production  in  this 
country  your  consumers  would  be  after 
you,  but  fast,  to  come  down  here  to  the 
Congress  and  tell  the  farmers  what  they 
had  better  do  to  see  that  they  provided 
us  with  enough  sustenance. 

Also  the  statement  was  made  that  we 
should  know  what  we  are  talking  about. 
I  am  just  going  to  say  that  I  believe  that 
the  Members  of  this  House  in  their  wis¬ 
dom  are  not  going  to  make  a  judgment 
on  this  issue  that  will  curb  the  ability 
of  the  farmers  to  utilize  the  technology 
which  they  have  used  in  the  past  that 
has  provided  us  with  the  blessing  of 
abundance  we  have. 

I  know  that  you  can  go  back  and  re¬ 
member  the  figures  that  have  been  given 
so  many  times  about  the  utilization  of 
technology  in  agriculture  that  has  pro¬ 
vided  that  abundance.  I  submit  to  you 
that  if  it  is  your  viewpoint  that  you  can 
stop  the  flow  of  funds  into  the  type  of 
conservation  purposes  that  this  full  ap¬ 
propriation  supports,  you  might  be  play¬ 
ing  on  the  side  of  saying  that  we  can 
leave  to  chance  the  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  that  will  produce  the  abundance 
of  foodstuffs  for  the  future. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  afford  to  sup¬ 
port  this  amendment  which  will  slow  up 
the  technology  of  agriculture  because  I 
submit  to  you  that  if  you  slow  it  up, 
about  5  years  will  be  sufficient  to  produce 
a  deficit  of  food  production  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  not  the  surplus  that  we  have  today. 

(Mr.  OLSON  of  Minnesota  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
White], 

(Mr.  WHITE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITE.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  very  popular  here  today  to  come 
up  with  the  idea  of  economy.  I  wish 
some  of  the  Members  who  are  so  desir¬ 
ous  of  economy  in  this  area,  would  speak 
as  vehemently  in  other  areas  as  they 
have  in  this  instance.  I  happen  to  repre¬ 
sent  one  of  the  Nation’s  biggest  con¬ 
gressional  districts.  Traveling  over  that 
district  I  have  to  fly  a  great  deal  of  the 
time.  Flying  over  that  district,  I  fly 
over  the  Palouse  area  and  the  Camas 
Prairie,  which  is  one  of  the  big  wheat- 
producing  areas  of  the  country.  It  is 
rolling  country  and  it  is  subject  to  a 
great  deal  of  erosion.  All  you  have  to 
do  is  to  look  down  out  of  the  airplane 
at  gulleys  in  these  cultivated  fields  that 
are  6  feet  wide  and  4  feet  deep  and  that 
extend  from  the  top  of  the  hills  to  the 
bottom.  Also  when  you  look  at  the  color 
of  the  soil  that  exists  at  the  top  of  these 
hills  and  at  the  bottom  of  these  hills  it 
is  apparent  that  much  of  the  good  soil 
has  been  eroded^  away. 

Mr.  HORAN. "  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Sometimes  it  gets  so 
bad  that  some  of  the  people  out  there 
want  to  make  soil  conservation  practices 
mandatory.  It  has  not  yet  come  to  pass, 
but  that  is  how  they  feel  about  it. 

Mr.  WHITE.  I  would  say  to  my 
friends  from  the  urban  areas  who  say 
that  this  is  a  boondoggling  expenditure 
of  the  taxpayers’  money  that  ultimately 
we  are  going  to  need  every  acre  of  farm 
production  that  we  now  have.  I  would 
also  say  that  we  can  show  that  the 
volume  of  material  that  goes  down  the 
rivers  of  the  United  States  and  is  slowly 
filling  up  the  reservoirs  of  our  dams  is 
one  of  the  major  conditions  we  are  going 
to  have  to  counteract. 

In  my  area  this  money  is  spent  for.  til¬ 
ing  and  ditching  on  these  same  fields  for 
conservation  practices  that  save  the  sus¬ 
tenance  of  this  Nation. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  one  other 
thing  while  we  are  considering  this  mat- 
•ter.  The  issue  seems  to  be  resolving 
limestone,  calcium  sulphate,  that  is 
added  to  the  soil.  I  have  checked  on 
this  in  the  time  I  have  had,  and  I  find 
that  the  actual  limestone  expenditure 
from  this  appropriation  is  approximately 
10  percent  of  the  $100  million.  The  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  money  is  for  additional 
good  and  adequate  soil  conservation  pur¬ 
poses. 

I  urge  the  members  of  this  Commit¬ 
tee  to  vote  down  this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten]. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can 
appreciate  the  good  intentions  of  my 
colleagues.  I  do  not  believe  in  my  22 
years  here  I  have  really  had  occasion  to 
question  the  motives  of  any  of  you.  I 
will  say  for  my  colleague  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Moorhead]  that  he  came  to 
me  and  said  he  was  going  to  offer  this 


amendment.  He  offered  it,  I  am  sure, 
in  perfect  sincerity.  I  appreciate  my 
friendship  with  him. 

As  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  may 
I  say  I  got  off  the  farm  as  early  as  I 
could.  I  did  farm  some  5  or  6  years  after 
I  lost  my  father.  Intentionally  I  never 
signed  up  with  any  of  these  farm  pro¬ 
grams  because  of  my  position  here. 
However,  the  loss  is  not  mine,  but  the 
land  itself. 

I  know  there  have  been  many  disap¬ 
pointments  among  my  colleagues  about 
our  wheat  referendum.  We  might  give 
a  little  thought  to  those  that  tried  to 
carry  it.  You  cannot  kick  one  crowd 
around  without  hurting  others. 

In  this  bill  before  you,  which  we  will 
approve,  for  flood  prevention  and  the 
other  parts  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  you  have  a  couple  of  hundred 
million  dollars.  In  the  public  works  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  and  I  made  the  success¬ 
ful  motion  a  few  years  ago  to  override 
the  President’s  veto  on  the  public  works 
bill,  you  will  have  other  hundreds  and 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  trying  to 
take  care  of  the  resources  of  this  Nation. 

With  regard  to  most  of  these,  recog¬ 
nizing  the  interest  we  all  have  in  con¬ 
serving  the  soil  for  future  generations, 
the  farmer  is  not  called  on,  or  the  land- 
owner  is  not  called  on,  to  put  up  anything 
of  any  kind.  But  the  Department  is 
directly  tied  in  this  ACP  program  to  the 
fact  that  the  Federal  Government  does 
not  say:  “This  is  money  you  can  stick  in 
your  pocket.”  It  says:  “If  you  own  this 
land  and  conform  to  these  practices,  for 
each  dollar  you  put  up,  and  you  con¬ 
tribute  the  labor,  we  will  contribute  a 
third  of  the  cost.”  For  those  of  you  who 
are  interested  in  the  United  States,  this 
is  one  program  where  the  landowner 
contributes  about  two-thirds  of  it,  and 
there  are  something  over  1,300,000  who 
participate. 

I  do  not- know  what  your  experience 
is  in  trying  to  get  people  to  do  what 
they  ought  to  do  anywhere.  I  agree  that 
any  landowner  ought  to  take  care  of  the 
land  for  his  children,  and  all  the  rest. 
But  if  we  have  wasted  half  of  our 
country,  it  certainly  is  up  to  us  to  devise 
some  means  wherein  we  should  encour¬ 
age  people  to  do  what  they  should  do 
anyway. 

In  this  program,  we  have  talked  about 
this  type  of  practice  or  that  type  of  prac¬ 
tice,  but  let  me  explain  to  you  how  this 
works.  The  farmers  put  up  about  two- 
thirds  of  the  cost.  They  get  together  a 
series  of  projects  which  they  think  will 
help  their  community  and  which  will  be 
beneficial  to  them,  knowing  it  will  cost 
them  about  two-thirds  of  the  amount 
spent.  That  is  compiled.  Then  it  is  car¬ 
ried  to  the  State  offices.  From  all  over 
the  State,  the  State  gets  together  a  group 
of  these  practices  that  have  been  selected 
at  the  local  level  as  being  worthwhile  to 
invest  their  money  and  our  money  in. 

Then  that  comes  to  Washington. 
Washington  determines  which  ones  of 
these  practices  or  projects  are  worth¬ 
while.  All  that  information  is  in  a  cata¬ 
log  about  2  y2  inches  thick.  May  I  say 
to  you  now  that  any  community  that 
chooses  a  soil  project  and  has  elected  to 
spend  its  own  money  on  a  project  which 


has  been  selected  from  a  catalog  that  is 
that  big,  they  must  be  all  good  projects. 

I  say  to  you  while  we  might  not  like 
some  people  because  they  work  with  this 
fellow  or  that  fellow  and  we  may  not  like 
how  some  of  our  colleagues  vote  or  some¬ 
thing  else,  bear  this  in  mind:  We  all  like 
to  know  that  our  monetary  system  will 
be  protected.  But  as  I  mentioned  earlier 
in  this  debate,  as  important  as  balanced 
budgets  may  be  to  keep  a  balance  in  our 
economy  and  to  keep  a  sense  of  secu¬ 
rity — money  is  still  money.  The  wealth 
of  this  Nation,  I  want  to  remind  you,  is 
in  our  rivers  and  in  our  harbors  and  in 
our  forests.  The  wealth  of  this  Nation  is 
in  the  lands  and  in  the  fertility  of  our 
soil  and  in  material  things. 

If  we  want  to  do  a  small  part  of  what 
has  to  be  done  and  share  in  this  com¬ 
mon  work  where  the  landowner  puts  up 
twice  as  much  as  we  do  to  get  the  job 
done,  then  do  not  hurt  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  by  cutting  this  program  which  is  a 
very  backbone  of  our  soil  conservation 
effort.  How  can  we  have  a  conservation 
reserve  and  all  the  many  things  that  pay 
folks  not  to  farm — and  I  do  not  think 
that  was  sound — how  we  could  have 
those  things  and  then  cut  out  this  pro¬ 
gram,  a  program  where  we  get  $3  in¬ 
vested  and  the  Government  has  to  put 
only  one-third  of  that,  I  do  not  know.  I 
hope  you  will  vote  this  amendment  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired.  All  time  has 
expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Moorhead]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Moorhead) 
there  were — ayes  87,  noes  106.  • 

Mr.  MOORHEAD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  for  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Whitten 
and  Mr.  Moorhead. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
108,  noes  120. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  NELSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  a  few  facts  dealing  with 
the  administration  of  the  rural  electri¬ 
fication  program.  I  believe  that  they  are 
important  enough  to  be  made  a  matter 
of  record  and  that  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  should  be  advised  of 
the  situation  as  it  exists. 

As  most  of  you  know,  I  was  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  this  program  for  3  years 
under  the  Eisenhower  administration 
and  at  that  time  one  of  the  unpleasant 
memories  was  an  investigation  made  of 
my  administration  by  the  Democrat-con¬ 
trolled  House,  which  was  costly,  time- 
consuming,  disruptive,  and  unproductive. 

In  the  course  of  the  hearings,  charges 
were  made  that  in  my  judgment  were 
not  based  on  fact,  and  among  them  was 
the  charge  that  I  had  violated  the  law 
in  two  instances.  First,  by  appearing  at 
a  Republican  picnic  in  Kansas  City  where 
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I  was  introduced  and  made  a  brief  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  REA  program,  in  no 
way  involving  myself  in  any  partisan 
politics  or  association  with  candidates 
for  office.  A  second  charge  was  the  fact 
that  I  had  had  breakfast  with  some 
friends  in  Duluth,  Minn.,  who  were  iden¬ 
tified  in  the  paper  as  Republican  officials. 
This  incident  occurred  on  my  way  to  a 
power-use  meeting  at  Grand  Rapids, 
Minn. 

The  charges  were  “laughed  out  of 
court”  and  dismissed  and  dropped.  But 
in  the  hearing  it  was  emphasized  that  the 
Administrator  of  the  REA  program  was 
forbidden  by  law  to  participate  in  parti¬ 
san  politics.  Previous  to  that,  legal 
counsel  in  the  REA  administration  had 
advised  me  not  to  be  involved  in  the 
political  arena  and  I,  as  well  as  previous 
Administrators,  religiously  adhered  to 
this  policy,  as  had  other  Administrators 
before  me. 

During  the  last  campaign  I  noted  in 
the  press  a  news  item  that  the  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  would  appear  in  Minnesota, 
in  my  district.  I  found  it  hard  to  believe. 
I  wired  him  for  confirmation.  He  re¬ 
sponded  to  the  wire  and  appeared  on 
television  and  radio  with  my  opponent. 
I  wish  to  make  it  very  clear  that  I  am  not 
complaining  about  it,  but  I  do  feel  that 
this  change  of  policy  should  be  made  a 
matter  of  record  so  that  the  general  pub¬ 
lic  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  a  new  code  of 
political  conduct  has  been  adopted  for 
the  head  of  REA. 

During  the  time  that  I  served  as  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  the  only  persons  contacted 
for  any  political  contributions  were  my¬ 
self  and  my  deputy.  People  in  the  clas¬ 
sified  service  were  hot  disturbed  nor  did 
we  expect  them  to  make  any  contribu¬ 
tions  to  political  campaigns.  This  has 
also  been  changed  and  active,  open  so¬ 
licitation  of  funds  did  occur  last  winter. 

I  felt  these  things  were  of  great  im¬ 
port  and  related  them  in  a  letter  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Government  Operations 
Committee,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dawson],  since  a  subcommittee  of 
Government  operations  had  conducted 
the  hearings  into  my  activities  when  I 
was  Administrator.  I  include  my  letter 
to  the  chairman  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks. 

March  6,  1963. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Government  Operations  Commit¬ 
tee,  House  of  Representatives,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Dawson: I  feel  that  it  is  my  duty 
to  call  to  your  attention,  as  chairman  of  the 
Government  Operations  Committee,  some 
incidents  which  occurred  in  the  1962  elec¬ 
tion  campaign  involving  the  Administrator 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration, 
as  well  as  some  practices  that  have  occurred 
within  the  REA  since  election,  which  in  my 
judgment  are  in  violation  of  the  law. 

First,  I  would  like  to  refer  to  the  Chudoff 
hearings  of  the  84th  Congress  which  were 
conducted  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Government  Operations  Committee  of  which 
you  are  chairman.  You  will  recall  that  at 
that  time  X  was  the  Administrator  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration  and  we 
went  through  months  of  investigation  in 
search  of  something  that  the  Committee 
obviously  never  found.  Among  other  things 
I  was  reminded  by  Mr.  Chudoff  that  under 
the  provisions  of  section  9  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  I  would  be  in  violation  if 
I  engaged  in  political  activity.  On  page 


1494  of  the  hearings  appears  a  statement  at-" 
tributed  to  you:  “Under  the  law  he  wasn’t 
supposed  to  enaged  in  politics”  (referring 
to  me,  the  then  Administrator). 

The  hearings  revealed  the  charges  to  be 
ridiculous  and  X  will  forever  be  grateful  to 
you  for  the  observation  that  you  made  at 
the  hearings,  “I  think  you  are  (a)  good 
Administrator”  (hearing,,  p.  1488) . 

The  incident  that  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention  concerns  the  conduct  of 
the  present  REA  Administrator,  Mr.  Clapp. 
A  newspaper  article  appeared  in  the  Minne¬ 
sota  papers  reporting  that  Mr.  Clapp  would 
be  campaigning  in  the  Second  District — my 
district — of  Minnesota.  We  sent  a  wire  to 
Mr.  Clapp  stating  as  follows:  “Newspapers 
announces  that  you  are  touring  Second  Dis¬ 
trict  next  Monday  with  my  opponent. 
Please  verify  by  telegram  to  me.”  Reply  was 
received,  “In  answer  to  your  inquiry  I  have 
been  invited  to  come  to  Minnesota  to  assist 
in  the  campaign  for  the  Democratic  ticket. 
Will  be  in  the  Second  District  tomorrow.” 

Mr.  Clapp  did  appear  and  toured  the  dis¬ 
trict  with  my  opponent.  His  statements 
were  used  in  newspaper  articles  in  the  dis¬ 
trict  and  he  appeared  on  a  television  show 
with  my  opponent. 

I  am  not  complaining  about  the  fact  that 
he  opposed  me,  but  I  am  complaining  about 
the  disservice  to  the  REA  program.  He  has 
departed  from  a  long  tradition  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  that  program  in  which  REA 
Administrators  have  never  involved  them¬ 
selves  in  partisan  campaigns  at  any  time. 
Obviously  my  vote  majority  did  not  suffer 
because  of  the  Administrator’s  activity,  so 
there  is  no  personal  complaint  as  far  as  I 
am  concerned. 

I  was  advised  by  counsel  and  by  the  staff 
when  I  came  into  REA  that  I  should  not 
involve  myself  in  political  activity  and  we 
religiously  adhered  to  that  policy  as  had  other 
Administrators  before  me.  This  policy  now 
seems  to  be  out  the  window  and  a  new  policy 
seems  to  have  developed,  which  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  is  detrimental  to  the  program  itself. 
If  the  Administrator’s  office  is  to  be  used  as 
a  partisan  political  instrument,  it  certainly 
follows  that  bipartisan  support  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  damaged. 

In  this  context,  another  practice  which  has 
occurred  in  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration  should  be  brought  to  your  atten¬ 
tion.  While  Republicans  as  well  as  Demo¬ 
crats  have  fund-raising  dinners,  and  properly 
so,  previously,  in  accordance  with  regulations, 
no  one  in  the  classified  service  was  contacted 
for  contributions  within  the  agency.  To  my 
knowledge,  the  only  persons  who  contributed 
from  REA  when  I  was  there  were  myself  and 
my  deputy. 

In  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  Rural 
Electrification  Administration,  there  has 
been  the  policy  as  set  forth  in  chapter  70, 
title  8,  section  2,  paragraph  2505  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  Regulations  and  in  Staff  In¬ 
struction  690-3  that : 

“Lists  of  employees  shall  not  be  furnished 
to  any  person,  organization,  or  firm  except 
on  written  application  showing  the  purpose 
for  which  such  lists  are  to  be  used,  andvthen 
only  when  the  furnishing  of  such  lists  is  in 
public  interest.  In  determining  the  public 
interest  involved,  attention  should  be  given 
to  the  purpose  of  the  request  and  any  in¬ 
terference  with  proper  conduct  of  the  public 
business  which  the  preparation  of  the  lists 
may  entail.  This  limitation  does  not  ex¬ 
tend  to  official  publications  or  lists  of  offi¬ 
cials  available  for  public  use.  Lists  of  em¬ 
ployees  may  not  be  furnished  for  purposes 
of  political  solicitation.” 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  the 
Democratic  National  Committee  contacted 
employees  grade  13  and  above  after  having 
obviously  procured  a  list  of  REA  employees 
by  grade  as  well  as  addresses.  Many  of  these 
were  contacted  in  the  agency  by  high  offi¬ 
cials,  including  the  Deputy  Administrator. 

You  can  certainly  understand  the  impli¬ 


cation  of  this.  This  had  never  happened 
before  and  such  a  policy  is  certainly  not 
conducive  to  good  morale  in  the  agency  be¬ 
cause  of  the  dissension  and  financial  hard¬ 
ship  that  might  result.  The  attention  of 
the  general  public  should  be  focused  on  such 
practices  on  the  part  of  responsible  public 
officials  in  a  Government  agency. 

I  felt  you  should  have  this  information 
and  I  would  be  interested  in  your  opinions 
regarding  the  circumstances  that  I  cite. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ancher  Nelsen. 

Chairman  Dawson  very  kindly  re¬ 
sponded  to  my  letter,  suggesting  that  it 
be  referred  to  the  proper  legislative  com¬ 
mittee.  This  I  did,  and  the  chairman 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
referred  it  to  the  Secretary  of  Agi’icul- 
ture.  Mr.  Freeman  replied  to  Mr. 
Cooley  by  letter  dated  May  28,  1963, 
stating  as  follows: 

[SEAL] 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.  May  28,  1963. 
Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Commute  on  Agriculture, 
House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Following  receipt  of 
your  letter  with  its  accompanying  letters  to 
you  and  to  Congressman  Dawson  from  Con¬ 
gressman  Ancher  Nelsen,  we  have  given 
thorough  study  to  the  questions  raised  by 
Mr.  Nelsen. 

There  has  been  an  exchange  of  correspond¬ 
ence  between  Congressman  Nelsen  and  REA 
Administrator  Clapp  on  the  subject  of  Mr. 
Clapp’s  participation  in  the  1962  election 
campaign  in  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Clapp  has  been  active  in  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party  in  the  midwest  for  a  number  of 
years.  As  a  Presidential  appointee,  he  is 
not  subject  to  the  Hatch  Act.  He  did  not 
travel  to  Minnesota  last  November  at  Gov¬ 
ernment  expense. 

In  his  letter  to  Congressman  Dawson,  Mr. 
Nelsen  makes  reference  to  Section  9  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act.  This  section,  in¬ 
sofar  as  it  is  pertinent  here,  is  as  follows: 

“This  act  shall  be  administered  entirely 
on  a  nonpartisan  basis,  and  in  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  officials,  the  selection  of  employees, 
and  in  the  promotion  of  any  such  officials  or 
employees,  no  political  test  or  qualifications 
shall  be  permitted  or  given  consideration, 
but  all  such  appointments  shall  be  given  and 
made  on  the  basis  of  merit  and  efficiency.” 

The  activities  of  the  REA  Administrator 
cited  by  Mr.  Nelson  do  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  this  provision.  In  view  of  the  ex¬ 
press  terms  of  the  Hatch  Act,  there  is  no 
reason  why  Mr.  Clapp  should  not  partici¬ 
pate  in  political  campaigns  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  as  is  authorized  for  other  Federal  offi¬ 
cers  similarly  employed. 

Each  year  employees  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  apparently  are  solicited  for 
contributions  by  the  Republican  National 
Committee  and  the  Democratic  National 
Committee.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find 
any  basis  for  the  allegation  that  employee 
lists  have  been  provided  for  any  political 
party  organization. 

We  are  returning  the  correspondence  you 
called  to  our  attention,  and  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  these  matters. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

I  should  emphasize  at  this  point  that 
at  no  time  have  I  made  the  allegation 
that  Mr.  Clapp’s  political  activities  in 
the  campaign  last  fall  constituted  a 
violation  of  the  Hatch  Act.  In  my  letter 
to  Chairman  Dawson,  however,  I  did 
question  the  propriety  of  Mr.  Clapp’s 
political  activities  in  view  of  the  tradi- 
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tional  nonpartisan  conduct  of  previous 
REA  Administrators,  who,  including  my¬ 
self,  had  been  guided  by  the  general 
nonpartisan  tones  set  forth  in  section 
9  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act. 

I  feel  that  this  change  of  policy  should 
be  noted  and  I  feel  it  is  a  disservice  to 
the  REA  program  and  will  be  damaging 
to  its  future  stature  by  permitting  its 
Administrator  and  its  employees  to  be¬ 
come  political  implements  rather  than 
the  devoted  servants  that  they  have  been 
to  the  great  program  of  rural  electri¬ 
fication. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  remainder  of  the  bill  close  in  45  min¬ 
utes,  the  last  5  to  be  reserved  to  the 
committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

Messrs.  GROSS  and  COLLIER  ob¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATION S 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and 
for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  7 
thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3(a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows: 
Rural  electrification  program,  $425,000,000, 
of  which  $150,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  re¬ 
serve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such 
amount  is  required  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for 
the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of 
the  rural  electrification  program;  and  rural 
telephone  program,  $70,000,000. 


Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Becker:  On 
page  26,  strike  out  lines  9  to  20,  inclusive. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
many  years,  in  my  service  in  the  House 
and  for  the  past  10  years  and  this  year — 
and  I  will  certainly  give  the  Members 
who  are  interested  in  economy  a  chance 
to  vote  for  economy  now — I  have  for  the 
past  10  years  made  a  very  sincere  effort 
that  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration  borrowing  be  done  at  a  cost  that 
is  paid  by  the  Treasury  in  its  borrowing ; 
in  other  words,  the  going  rate  of  interest. 
Unfortunately,  for  years  the  House  has 
voted  down  this  amendment.  And  then 
I  introduced  legislation,  but,  of  course, 
that  has  not  seen  the  light  of  day.  Now, 
what  I  do  under  this  amendment  today 
is  by  the  language  used  in  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  report  saying  that 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
has  now  outlived  its  original  intention; 
that  98  percent  of  the  farms  and  rural 
areas  of  this  country  have  been  serviced 
by  REA;  that  a  good  job  has  been  done, 
and  the  loan  program  is  no  longer 
needed.  All  this  amendment  does  is  to 
strike  out  the  $425  million  of  borrowing 
authority  for  REA. 

Now,  why  do  I  use  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  report?  In  granting  the 
requested  loan  authorizations,  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  gave  recognition  to 
a  widely  expressed  criticism  of  REA 
for  its  practice  of  advancing  large  vol¬ 


umes  of  electrical  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loans  for  the  primary  purpose  of 
building  new  power  generating  plants. 

In  granting  the  $425  million  electri¬ 
fication  loan  authorization,  the  commit¬ 
tee  provided  that  $150  million  of  the 
amount  should  be  placed  in  a  contingen¬ 
cy  reserve — and  that  the  contingency 
authorizations  could  be  released  “only 
after  a  further  showing  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  that  the  program  is  being 
handled  on  a  satisfactory  basis  and  there 
is  a  substantial  need  for  the  additional 
funds.” 

Now,  it  must  have  taken  considerable 
testimony  to  make  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
priations  write  this  restriction  into  the 
bill.  They  put  a  restriction  on  this  for 
the  first  time,  and  I  believe  from  further 
testimony  they  had  very  good  reason  to 
do  so. 

Under  those  circumstances  there  would  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  a  serious  question  as  to  whether 
some  substantial  part  of  the  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  should  not  in  fact  be  denied — rather 
than  merely  being  placed  in  a  contingency 
reserve  from  which  it  might  be  released  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Facts  bearing  on 
this  question  include  the  following:  Treas¬ 
ury  funds  are  loaned  to  the  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  associations  at  a  2-percent  interest 
rate — or  approximately  one-half  of  the  cost 
to  the  Treasury  of  the  borrowed  funds. 
Hence  the  low-interest  rate  results  in  a  sub¬ 
stantial  cost  item  to  the  Government  and  in 
a  substantial  subsidy  for  REA  generating 
plants.  Electrical  service  already  has  been 
extended  to  approximately  98  percent  of  all 
farms  in  the  United  States.  About  four  of 
every  five  new  customers  being  added  to  the 
REA  system  are  nonfarm  power  users  today. 

Of  the  $425  million  electrification  loan  au¬ 
thorization  in  this  bill  for  1964,  $295  million 
has  been  earmarked  for  generation  and 
transmission  loans — thus  carrying  on  the 
trend  in  recent  years  of  committing  the  bulk 
of  the  loan  funds  to  the  construction  of 
power  generating  plants  ($125  million  is 
earmarked  for  distribution  system  loans  and 
$5  million  for  the  strengthening  of  power 
loads) . 

Let  me  quote  this,  if  I  may,  and  just 
listen  to  this  language: 

In  appearing  before  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  REA  spokesmen  stated  that 
they  looked  upon  the  availability  of  generat¬ 
ing  and  transmission  loans,  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  new  generating  plants  as  a  desirable 
and  proper  “weapon”  to  be  used  by  rural 
electrification  associations  in  their  negotia¬ 
tions  with  private  power  suppliers  over  prices 
to  be  charged  for  electrical  energy. 

Imagine,  this  is  the  REA.  Our  money 
is  being,  used  as  a  weapon  over  the  pri¬ 
vate  industries  from  whom  we  are  taking 
taxes. 

They  further  agreed  that  in  evaluating  the 
need  for  a  new  generating  plant  for  which 
2-percent  loans  of  public  funds  are  being 
sought,  they  do  not  take  into  account  meas¬ 
urements  of  interest  and  tax  subsidies  en¬ 
joyed  by  the  REA  system,  as  compared  with 
privately  owned  power  facilities. 

Without  going  through  all  of  the  rest 
of  it  with  regard  to  any  further  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  loan  approval,  I 
wish  you  would  listen  to  this  language: 

The  Administrator  should  certify  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  each  of  these 
steps  has  been  taken  and  that  the  private 
supplier  has  been  given  an  opportunity  to 
make  the  contract  reasonable,  specifying  the 
details,  for  refusal  or  failure  to  do  so. 
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Nobody  has  been  able  to  convince  the 
REA  of  anything  at  any  time,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  a  private  producer  of  power  just 
cannot  convince  the  REA  that  they  can 
give  thepower. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  Briefly,  yes. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  for  the 
statement  he  is  making  and  advise  him 
I  have  pending  a  bill  which  would  re¬ 
quire  the  REA  to  pay  the  going  rate  of 
interest.  I  solicit  his  support  and  that 
of  other  Members. 

Mr.  BECKER.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  we  cannot  get  that  out  I  think  we 
ought  to  knock  it  all  out  because  we 
reached  the  point  of  no  return  and  we 
ha$g  so  many  economy-minded  Mem¬ 
bers  with  us  today  that  this  is  a  good 
opportunity  to  do  a  real  job. 

As  the  gentleman  pointed  out,  regard¬ 
ing  the  true  economic  cost  of  power  by 
REA  loans,  if  everything  were  taken  into 
account,  there  would  be  few  instances 
where  such  loans  could  be  justified  on 
the  basis  of  cost.  The  economic  cost  of 
power  by  investor- owned  utilities  in¬ 
cludes  the  qost  of  interest,  operating  ex¬ 
penses,  depreciation,  and  taxes,  very 
little  of  which  hits  the  REA. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
this  resolution  and  I  think  we  could  not 
only  do  a  job  for  our  economy  but  we 
could  do  a  job  for  free  enterprise  in  this 
country,  the  free  enterprise  system  which 
is  supporting  the  farm  program  and  for 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  who  have 
to  foot  the  bill,  and  the  private  power 
industry  that  is  paying  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  taxes  into  our  Federal 
and  State  treasuries.  I  think  it  would 
be  the  proper  time  to  strike  this  type  of 
blow. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  28  years  of  REA  has 
caused  a  revolutionary  change  in  Ameri¬ 
can  farm  life  and  unless  you  have  wit¬ 
nessed  this  momentous  change  you  do 
not  have  any  deep  realization  of  just 
what  REA  has  meant  to  the  American 
farmer  and  to  the  farm  wife. 

I  say  to  my  friend,  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York  State,  that  his 
amendment  reminds  me  of  the  little  boy 
who  caught  the  fish  and  he  said  to  it, 
“Little  fish,  hold  still;  all  I  intend  to  do 
is  gut  you.” 

Mr.  BECKER.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  And  he  admits  that 
is  what  he  wants  to  do. 

Mr.  BECKER.  No  question  about  it. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  say  this  to  you,  any 
bill  that  is  presented  to  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  pertaining  to  REA  goes 
either  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency,  or  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce.  These  are  out¬ 
standing  committees  in  the  House.  They 
have  outstanding  members  and  out¬ 
standing  chairmen.  Why  not  come  in 
through  the  front  door  and  try  to  do 
what  you  hope  to  do,  instead  of  coming  in 
through  the  back  door?  Why  not  let 
your  bill  go  to  the  proper  committee, 
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have  hearings  on  it  and  then  have  them 
decide  what  shall  be  done? 

I  say  to  you  that  there  is  not  a  line  in 
this  bill  that  does  more  for  the  American 
farmer  than  REA.  REA  is  one  of  the 
great  achievements  of  our  present-day 
Government.  0 

An  appropriation  bill  is  not  the  ve¬ 
hicle  to  ride  in  this  instance.  Why  not 
come  in  through  the  front  door  and  do 
it  according  to  House  rules? 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  every  Member 
of  this  House  to  carefully  consider  this 
amendment,  and  to  understand  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  gentleman  who  has  offered 
it.  Let  us  vote  this  amendment  down. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McCLORY.  Mr.  Chairman,  ^ise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  might  be  appropriate 
for  this  subject  to  go  to  the  Government 
Operations  Committee,  upon  which  I 
happen  to  serve,  because  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Natural  Resources  and  Power 
has  jurisdiction  to  investigate  the  subject 
of  the  economy  and  the  efficiency  of  the 
agency  which  we  are  dis, cussing  here  to¬ 
day,  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

There  also  happens  to  be  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  a  conflict,  an  announced,  well- 
known  conflict,  between  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  and  the  REA,  both  of 
which  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Natural  Resources  and 
Power  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations. 

Certainly  I  think  it  would  be  well  for 
the  Congress  to  consider  whether  or  not 
the  intent  of  Congress  is  being  carried 
out  by  REA.  We  know  perfectly  well 
that  in  1936  when  this  agency  was  cre¬ 
ated  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  delivering 
electricity  to  the  rural  areas,  to  the  farms 
of  America.  That  function  and  purpose 
has  been  carried  out.  We  know  that 
there  are  now  less  than  3  percent  of  the 
farms  which  are  not  electrified.  Most  of 
the  funds  which  are  sought  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  here  are  going  to  residential, 
industrial  and  commercial  areas,  which 
certainly  was  not  the  intent  of  Congress. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCLORY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  the  rate  of  interest  charged  for 
REA  loans  at  this  time? 

Mr.  McCLORY.  The  rate  of  interest 
is  2  percent.  That  is  what  the  REA 
pays  to  the  Government.  But  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it  the  Federal  Government  has 
to  borrow  this  money  at  4  percent  in 
order  to  lend  it  to  the  REA  at  2  percent. 
The  REA  co-ops  then  in  turn  compete 
with  private  enterprise.  That  is  one  of 
the  subjects  with  which  the  Congress  is 
concerned  here  today. 

However,  I  think  the  Members  are 
concerned  today  with  the  entire  function 
and  existence  of  REA.  Whether  this  is 
the  proper  approach,  whether  this  is  the 
time  to  do  it,  I  do  not  know.  There  are 
various  ways  of  approaching  this  prob¬ 
lem,  and  perhaps  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  would  be  the 
best  place  for  this  to  go.  I  requested 


the  chairman  of  my  subcommittee  that 
we  have  a  review  there  of  the  present 
operations  of  REA,  but  I  am  afraid  we 
are  going  to  wait  a  year  before  we  get 
to  that.  Meanwhile,  I  suggest  that  this 
is  a  good  amendment,  this  is  a  good 
start. 

You  know,  the  Congress  creates  these 
agencies  and  it  is  very  hard  to  abolish 
them,  but  this  is"  one  whose  functions 
ought  to  be  terminated.  Maybe,  if  REA 
had  to  charge  interest  at  a  rate  equal 
to  that  which  the  Government  pays 
there  would  not  be  this  competitive  ad¬ 
vantage  which  we  are  giving  to  the  REA, 
and  private  enterprise  would  be  able  to 
flourish  again.  The  administration  has 
declared  that  is  the  main  purpose  of  the 
tax  bill,  as  I  understand  it,  is  to  encour¬ 
age  free  enterprise  in  order  to  create 
more  revenue.  Here  is  a  change  to  co¬ 
ordinate  REA’s  activities  with  the  an¬ 
nounced  intent  of  the  administration 
and  give  an  assist  to  free  enterprise  here 
today. 

My  position  is  borne  out  well  in  an 
editorial  which  appeared  in  the  January 
12,  1963,  issue  of  the  Wall  Street  Journal 
to  which  I  am  calling  the  attention  of 
the  Members,  as  follows: 

The  Deadly  Competitor 

The  act  of  1936  setting  up  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  authorized  the 
agency  to  make  loans  for  furnishing  elec¬ 
tricity  to  “persons  in  rural  areas.”  How  is 
it,  then,  that  in  the  last  few  years  five  out 
of  six  new  REA  co-op  customers  haven’t 
been  truly  rural  at  all,  but  commercial,  in¬ 
dustrial  and  nonrural  residential? 

For  one  thing,  REA  activities  reflect  the 
changing  character  of  the  Nation;  farms  are 
fewer,  suburbs  have  sprawled  out  from  the 
cities  into  once-rural  lands.  And  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  Norman  Clapp  contends  that  a 
territory  developed  by  a  co-op  “in  good  faith” 
when  it  was  rural  still  is  co-op  territory 
even  though  today  it  may  be  a  vast  suburban 
or  industrial  complex. 

For  another,  as  Hubert  Kay  notes  in  an 
article  in  the  February  Fortune  magazine, 
the  REA’s  co-ops  have  become  increasingly 
aggressive  in  going  after  commercial-in¬ 
dustrial  business.  So  much  so  that  whereas 
it  once  used  only  2.5  percent  of  its  loans 
to  build  new  generating  plants  and  trans¬ 
mission  lines  it  now  uses  over  16  percent. 
The  REA  system’s  rapid  growth  as  a  power 
producer  has  further  alarmed  already  skit¬ 
tish  investor-owned  power  companies  which 
see  in  REA  an  ever-expanding  power  grid 
with  which  they  cannot  forever  compete. 

For  the  private  utilities  pay  from  4  to  5 
percent  for  money  they  need  to  borrow;  the 
co-ops  have  the  use  of  Federal  funds  at  2 
percent  (which  the  Government  borrows  at 
4  percent) .  Utilities  pay  out  about  24  cents 
in  taxes  of  each  dollar  received,  including  13 
cents  in  Federal  income  tax;  co-ops  pay  no 
direct  Federal  taxes  at  all  and,  as  co-ops, 
enjoy  preferred  State  and  local  tax  treatment. 
And  whereas  companies  are  tightly  regulated 
by  State  and  Federal  agencies,  most  co-ops 
can  set  their  own  rates.  So  the  co-ops’  com¬ 
petitive  advantage  is  immense. 

Now  there’s  one  fairly  simple  way  to  bring 
about  competition  on  a  more  nearly  equal 
basis.  And  that  is  to  strip  the  REA  co-ops  of 
their  protective  mantle  of  subsidies  and  pre¬ 
ferments  and  thus  force  them  to  really  com¬ 
pete  with  private  companies.  In  short,  make 
the  REA  pay  its  way  in  the  marketplace. 

But  as  it  is,  the  REA  stands  as  an  arche¬ 
type  of  a  Government  agency  that  not  only 
refuses  to  die  when  no  longer  needed  but 
also  uses  every  unfair  means  available  to 
kill  pff  its  investor-financed  competition. 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  again  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Becker:  On 
page  26,  strike  out  lines  9  through  20, 
inclusive. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  says  his 
committee  should  look  into  this  matter. 
I  have  never  opposed  any  committee 
looking  into  these  areas.  I  feel  that 
they  should.  We  have  sought  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Members  of  Congress  to 
the  fact  that  any  changes  in  the  basic 
law  ought  to  be  made  by  the  legislative 
committee.  What  this  does  is  strike  out 
all  funds  for  this  great  system  and  the 
electric  cooperatives  serving  the  coun¬ 
try.  If  you  want  to  change  it  or  let  the 
private  utilities  do  it,  go  to  the  legisla¬ 
tive  committee  and  let  them  do  it,  but 
do  not  strike  anything  out  of  the  bill 
here  with  regard  to  the  existing  situa¬ 
tion.  With  all  deference  to  my  colleague 
from  New  York,  whom  I  have  known  a 
long  time,  I  cannot  believe  he  is  serious 
about  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Becker]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Ford)  there 
were — ayes  53,  noes  140. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Michel:  On 
page  26,  line  14,  strike  out  $425  million  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  $400  million. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
the  course  of  general  debate  we  touched 
on  this  subject.  I  pointed  out  the  bill 
that  I  had  introduced  today  as  a  result  of 
our  being  unable  to  do  fully  what  I  would 
have  liked  to  do  legislatively  as  an 
amendment  to. an  appropriation  bill.  I 
am  not  going  to  take  the  time  to  go  into 
that.  Members  will  recall  last  year  that 
we  increased  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  $100  million.  In  other 
words,  from  $300  million  to  $400  mil¬ 
lion.  This  year  the  request  was  for  an 
additional  $25  million  increase.  I  sub¬ 
mit  to  you  that  this  is  a  good  point  to 
hold  the  line  at  last  year’s  level,  at  $400 
million  as  just  a  little  warning  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  admin- 
tration  downtown  to  take  full  cognizance 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  chairman  in 
his  report  has  outlined  the  deficiencies 
in  this  program.  It  is  a  strong  report 
offered  by  the  chairman  of  our  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten],  It  is  a  good  report.  If 
they  follow  it  to  the  letter  we  will  have 
made  some  constructive  progress.  But 
I  say  that  to  implement  that  we  could 
do  very  well  here  by  holding  the  line. 
We  are  giving  them  plenty  of  money. 
This  is  not  putting  any  limitation  on 
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generation  and  transmission.  I  would 
remind  my  colleagues  that  better  than 
65  percent  of  the  loans  today  are  going 
for  generation  and  transmission.  My 
reasoning  is  this:  98  percent  of  the 
farms  are  electrified.  They  want  a  $25 
million  increase.  We  only  have  65  per¬ 
cent  of  the  farms  with  telephone  service, 
but  we  cut  that  down  $10  million.  This 
is  the  area  where  you  ought  to  be  making 
more  progress  to  get  more  farms  with 
telephones.  One-third  of  the  farms  are 
without  telephones.  But  we  cut  that 
back  $10  million.  I  say  if  we  can  do  it 
in  that  area  then  a  little  $25  million  gig 
is  not  going  to  hurt  these  folks  down¬ 
town  one  bit. 

I  want  to  refer  to  another  area.  You 
have  the  school  milk  program.  With  the 
increase  in  population,  we  held  that  at 
$100  million  this  year  with  no  increase. 
It  seems  to  me,  that  is  good  justification 
for  holding  the  REA  administration  at 
$400  million. 

May  I  cite  to  you  just  a  few  of  the 
examples  that  we  touched  on  earlier  of 
what  has  been  done  here.  In  the  REA 
particularly  with  respect  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion  lines,  I  cited  a  case  in  Florida  at  the 
Eglin  Air  Force  Base  where  the  Air  Force 
granted  a  contract  to  a  cooperative  to 
build  parallel  lines  going  up  to  Elgin  Air 
Force  Base.  Why?  Because  the  cooper¬ 
ative  could  get  2-percent  money  and 
with  their  taxes  foregone  could  be  the 
low  bidder.  Their  mill  rate,  of  course,  is 
just  a  fraction  under  what  private  in¬ 
dustry  can  deliver  it.  So  the  cooperative 
gets  the  contract,  and  we  have  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers  subsidizing  in  effect  a 
cooperative  to  compete  with  private 
industry. 

In  Gainesville,  Ga.,  we  have  just  been 
reminded  in  the  last  couple  of  days  of  a 
section  5  loan  in  a  town  where  there  are 
two  packing  plants  run  by  private  in¬ 
dustry.  Just  outside  the  town  we  see  a 
section  5  loan  for  a  third  packing  plant. 
Then  the  Small  Business  Administration 
comes  in  with  an  additional  amount  to 
put  this  third  plant  constructed  with 
public  funds  in  direct  competition  with 
private  industry. 

I  cited  earlier  examples  of  home  loans 
made  in  the  State  of  Iowa  from  funds 
from  the  general  revenues  of  coopera¬ 
tives  by  the  directors  and  officers  of  a 
co-op  at  4  percent,  when  the  co-op  is 
getting  money  at  2  percent  and  the  local 
banks  obviously  are  making  no  other 
mortgage  loans  in  those  communities  for 
as  low  as  4  percent.  The  Upshur  loan 
which  was  made  down  in  Texas  was  a 
generation  and  transmission  loan  under 
the  third  criteria  with  no  justification 
whatsoever. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yesterday  before  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  in 
open  testimony  the  Chairman  of  the 
Southwest  Power  Administration  dis¬ 
closed  that  they  could  not  possibly  pro¬ 
duce  power  cheaper  than  private  in¬ 
dustry  could  produce  it  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  down  in  Arkansas,  I 
have  a  letter  from  the  power  company 
down  there  showing  and  indicating  that 
the  first  time  they  have  ever  had  or  could 
tell^for  sure  what  the  REA  proposed  to 
generate  and  transmit  its  power  for  was 


by  virtue  of  reading  our  hearings,  be¬ 
cause  everything  else  was  so  secret.  The 
full  text  of  the  letter  reads  as  follows 
and  tells  a  vivid  story: 

Arkasas  Power  &  Light  Co., 

Little  Rock,  Ark.,  May  15,  1963. 
Hon.  Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appro¬ 
priations,  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Whitten:  Upon  pub¬ 
lication  of  part  IV  of  the  hearings  before 
your  Subcommittee  on  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations  for  1964,  Arkansas 
Power  &  Light  Co.  for  the  first  time  learned 
from  information  furnished  by  Mr.  Norman 
Clapp,  Administrator  of  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Administration,  as  reported  on  pages 
2478-2479  the  estimated  costs  of  power  which 
were  used  as  a  basis  for  REA  approval  of  a 
loan  to  the  Arkansas  Electric  Cooperative 
Corp.,  for  a  W0, 000-kilowatt  steamplant  and 
630  miles  of  transmission  line.  The  infor¬ 
mation  furnished  by  Mr.  Clapp  is  that  the 
estimated  average  cost  of  power  from  the 
REA  generation  and  transmission  facilities 
for  the  10-year  period  1966-75  delivered  to 
the  load  centers  of  the  member  cooperatives 
is  7.42  mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  The  com¬ 
parative  estimated  cost  of  power  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  Power  &  Light  Co.  for  the  same  pe¬ 
riod  is  reported  as  7.81  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour. 

We  feel  it  is  our  duty  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  you  and  your  subcommittee  mem¬ 
bers,  and  the  Arkansas  congressional  delega¬ 
tion,  the  fact  that  the  estimated  cost  of  pow¬ 
er  from  this  company  is  grossly  in  error. 
Our  rate  schedule  under  which  we  already 
have  eight  10-year  contracts  with  rural  elec¬ 
tric  cooperatives  in  Arkansas  is  rate  sched¬ 
ule  22-B.  The  basic  rate  therein  provided 
is  6.67  mills  per  kilowatt-hour,  subject  to 
adjustments  for  changes  in  cost  of  fuel. 
Taking  into  account  the  expected  increase 
in  the  cost  of  fuel  through  1975,  the  average 
cost  of  power  to  rural  electric  cooperatives 
for  the  period  1966-75  based  on  this  sched¬ 
ule  is  6.92  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 

The  Administrator  reported  that  the  justi¬ 
fication  of  the  loan  was  a  10-year  saving  of 
$2,900,000  based  on  the  7.42  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour  from  the  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  as  compared  to  7.81  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour  from  Arkansas  Power  & 
Light  Co.  When  the  correct  figure  of  6.92 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour  is  substituted  for 
the  erroneous  7.81  mills  per  kilowatt-hour, - 
the  alleged  saving  of  $2,900,000  becomes  a 
negative  saving  or  an  increased  cost  of 
$3,700,000. 

This  should  graphically  illustrate  the  cry¬ 
ing  need  for  some  forum  where  these  mat¬ 
ters  can  be  aired  prior  to  approval  of  loans, 
so  that  the  overall  public  interest  can  be 
protected.  In  this  case,  it  is  quite  obvious 
that  almost  $25  million  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money  has  been  approved  for  a  loan  on 
grossly  erroneous  figures. 

In  the  testimony  which  was  presented  to 
your  subcommittee  by  Mr.  H.  F.  Minnis,  vice 
president  of  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  Co.,  it 
was  stated  that  on  the  basis  of  the  best  esti¬ 
mates  we  were  able  to  work  out  without  in¬ 
formation  from  REA,  we  believed  that  the 
rates  available  under  our  schedule  22-B  rep¬ 
resented  a  lower  cost  of  power  than  could 
be  achieved  through  the  proposed  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  facilities.  The  figures 
now  made  public  by  Administrator  Clapp 
confirm  this  belief. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Floyd  W.  Lewis, 

Vice  President. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  my  amendment  as  a  little  token 
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of  our  affection  that  we  really  mean 
business  in  the  committee  report. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  dur¬ 
ing  the  hearings  on  this  bill  we  had  a 
number  of  witnesses  who  appeared  in 
behalf  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  con¬ 
cerning  the  REA.  We  had  other  wit¬ 
nesses  who  were  critics  of  this  program 
and  they  hoped  a  greater  portion  of  the 
money  would  be  stricken  out  of  the  bill. 
As  the  bill  came  to  the  Congress  and  as 
it  was  presented  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  $75  million  of  the  au¬ 
thorization  amount  of  $425  million  was 
placed  in  a  contingency  fund.  This  con¬ 
tingency  fund  was  developed  and  this 
program  of  placing  a  portion  in  a  con¬ 
tingency  fund  was  started  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  bill  reached  the 
Congress,  $75  million  of  the  $425  million 
was  in  a  contingency  fund. 

Well,  after  we  had  heard  the  witnesses 
on  both  sides  our  subcommittee  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  full  Committee  and  the 
bill  now  comes  to  the  floor  with  $150  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  overall  amount  of  $425  million 
in  a  contingency  fund. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  does  that  mean? 
It  means  when  a  generation  or  trans¬ 
mission  loan  application  is  filed  and  is 
considered,  then  after  the  amount  has 
been  approved,  the  Administrator  of  the 
REA  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
would  then  make  demand  upon  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  for  a  release  of  this 
necessary  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very  fond  of  my 
able  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
[Mr.  Michel!  I  say  this  to  the  Members 
of  the  Committee  he  is  one  of  the  able 
men  in  the  House.  He  is  one  of  the  best 
members  of  our  committee.  But  I  say  to 
you  again,  if  you  want  to  gut  the  entire 
program  here  is  the  place  to  start. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  did  we  do?  We 
carried  that  amount  up  from  $75  mil¬ 
lion,  as  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois,  knows.  We  carried  it  up  from 
$75  million  to  $150  million  in  the  con¬ 
tingency  fund. 

The  REA  program  has  been  a  success¬ 
ful  program.  Not  one  single  generation 
or  transmission  loan  has  been  made  by 
the  REA  section  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  that  did  not  come  within  the 
provisions  of  the  law.  The  REA  division 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  op¬ 
erates  the  same  as  it  would  if  it  were  in 
a  fishbowl  from  the  standpoint  of  letting 
overyone  know  what  is  going  on. 

I  say  to  you  today,  if  you  want  to 
destroy  this  program  here  is  the  place 
to  start. 

Again  I  call  the  attention  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  to  the  fact  if  you 
want  to  change  this  program,  why  not 
introduce  a  bill  and  have  it  go  to  the 
proper  legislative  committee,  ask  for 
hearings  and  justify  your  position? 
Why  come  in  here  at  the  time  we  have 
an  appropriation  bill  up  for  considera¬ 
tion  and  try  to  make  law?  That  is  what 
you  are  doing.  In  this  instance  you  are 
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not  doing '  anything  in  the  world  but 
trying  to  destroy  this  program. 

If  there  is  one  program  in  this  bill  that 
means  more  to  the  American  farmer 
than  REA,  I  know  nothing  about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  should 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  subscribe  to  what  the  gentleman  says 
in  respect  to  changing  organic  law. 
That  is  what  I  have  done  by  virtue  of 
the  bill  I  have  introduced.  But  what 
my  amendment  calls  for,  and  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  will  agree,  is  perfectly 
within  the  rules  and  is  done  every  day 
on  appropriation  bills.  This  would  cut 
back  the  figure  from  $425  to  $400  million. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  The  gentleman  in¬ 
troduced  his  bill  today;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  know  it  will  be  as¬ 
signed  to  the  proper  committee,  and 
after  hearings  I  hope  it  comes  to  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  there  let  the 
House  work  its  will.  But  I  say  again  to 
the  House,  if  you  want  to  destroy  this 
program,  all  you  have  to  do  is  to  start 
adopting  amendments  such  as  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  would  have  to  differ 
with  the  gentleman  on  that.  It  is  sim¬ 
ply  a  limitation  on  funds. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  normally  I  would,  as 
many  people  from  areas  such  as  I  rep¬ 
resent,  be  constrained  not  to  speak  on 
an  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  How¬ 
ever,  in  the  instance  of  the  question  in¬ 
volved  here,  I  feel  that  this  is  of  deep 
concern  not  only  to  those  of  us  who  come 
from  urban  areas  but  those  of  us  who 
believe  in  the  free  enterprise  system. 
Today  I  am  speaking  for  the  free  enter¬ 
prise  system  as  it  applies  to  the  abuses 
that  the  REA  has  been  guilty  of  in  its 
competitive  practices  for  a  long  time, 
practices  that  are  being  aided  and 
abetted  by  Government  programs. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  House, 
particularly  you  gentlemen  from  petro¬ 
leum-producing  areas — I  do  not  happen 
to  be  from  one — that  in  the  May  1963 
issue  of  the  Rural  Kentuckian  magazine, 
the  Henderson-Union  REA  Co-op  ran 
this  advertisement: 

We  offer  free  electric  water  heaters  to 
consumers  building  new  homes,  to  consum¬ 
ers  in  existing  homes  that  do  not  have  a 
water  heater,  and  to  any  consumer  now  using 
any  type  of  water  heater  other  than  electric 
and  wishes  to  instaU  an  electric  water 
heater. 

Again,  the  Allmakee-Clayton  Electric 
Cooperative,  of  Postville,  Iowa,  offers  to 
pay  consumers  $5  to  $50  for  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  certain  appliances.  While  it 
might  be  argued  that  the  funds  for  these 
programs  come  from  the  co-op’s  gen¬ 
eral  fund,  nevertheless,  their  general 
funds  are  supported  by  the  REA  loans 
and  REA  lending  makes  it  possible  for 


the  cooperative  to  carry  on  these  pro¬ 
grams  aimed  at  the  destruction  of  pri¬ 
vate  tax -paying  enterprises. 

The  REA’s  are  able  to  borrow  2  per¬ 
cent  when  the  taxpayers  of  my  district 
and  every  other  district  in  this  country 
are  picking  up  a  tab  of  4  percent  for  the 
money  that  the  REA’s  are  using. 

I  think  it  is  high  time  that  we  realize 
what  the  original  purpose  of  the  REA 
was.  For  those  of  you  who  are  not  con¬ 
cerned  with  what  happens  to  the  free 
enterprise  system,  what  I  say  will  prob¬ 
ably  have  little  or  no  effect  on  you. 

But  for  those  of  you  who  are  con¬ 
cerned  I  say  that  we  have  reached  the 
point,  or  we  have  long  passed  the  point 
where  we  should  permit  the  REA  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  operate  with  the  tremendous  ad¬ 
vantage  it  has  directly  in  competition 
with  private  industry. 

When  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
says  there  is  a  way  to  correct  this  thing, 
why  come  through  the  back  door?  He 
knows  very  well  that  any  of  this  type  of 
legislation  that  tried  to  find  its  way 
through  the  front  door  would  find  it 
locked  and  barred.  Hence  the  only 
alternative,  the  only  avenue  open  to 
many  of  us  is  just  the  avenue  that  we 
seek  is  here  today,  and  I  assure  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  that  legislat¬ 
ing  on  an  appropriation  bill,  if  that  is 
what  he  calls  these  amendments,  is  cer¬ 
tainly  not  a  new  precedent  on  this  floor. 
And,  if  that  is  the  way  it  has  to  be  done, 
if  that  is  the  only  way  that  the  voice  of 
free  enterprise  can  be  heard,  then,  for 
goodness  sake,  let  us  go  in  the  back  door. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  in  line  with  what  we  do 
each  year.  If  you  read  the  report  on 
which  my  name  appears,  you  will  see 
that  the  committee  made  every  effort  to 
see  both  sides  of  this  problem  and  to 
set  out  to  correct  it.  I  have  had  assur¬ 
ances  from  the  REA  administration  that 
they  will  abide  by  the  directives  of  this 
committee.  May  I  say  further,  that  in 
connection  with  the  hearings  we  con¬ 
cluded  in  our  committee,  we  would  put 
an  additional  $75  million  that  was  in  the 
budget  in  the  contingency  reserve.  We 
did  that  for  this  reason.  We,  too,  feel 
that  perhaps  they  can  get  by  with  less 
money,  but  in  case  we  are  wrong,  we 
fixed  it  so  that  they  will  have  sufficient 
funds  which  they  can  release  if  neces¬ 
sary. 

I  think  we  presented  this  matter  where 
we  will  know  what  is  going  on.  And, 
they  will  have  to  go  to  the  private  power 
companies  and  try  to  get  a  contract  first 
before  they  will  be  able  to  go  ahead  and 
make  loans.  I  think  you  should  stand 
by  the  committee  and  defeat  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Michel) 
there  were — ayes  84,  noes  111. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 


Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Becker:  On 
page  26,  line  14,  strike  out  "$426,000,000" 
and  insert  “$275,000,000”  and  strike  out  all 
language  thereafter  on  line  14  and  all  that 
follows  to  the  word  “and”  on  line  19. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  going  to  take  the  5  minutes,  but  first 
I  would  like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky,  if  he  would  listen,  that  in  my 
remarks  on  my  original  amendment  I 
stated  clearly  and  concisely  that  for 
years  I  have  been  trying  to  amend  the 
authorization  bill  in  reference  to  the  in¬ 
terest  rate.  I  have  introduced  legisla¬ 
tion  on  that,  but  that  legislation  has 
never  seen  the  light  of  day.  If  it  is 
wrong  to  do  this  on  the  floor  then  I  say 
it  is  about  time  that  we  changed  the 
rules  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  prohibited  amendments  on  the 
floor.  Then  we  would  not  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  come  in  the  back  door,  and 
this  being  the  greatest  representative 
body  in  the  world,  would  be  destroyed. 
As  I  say,  this  is  the  method  we  are  forced 
to  use  today,  not  because  we  want  to, 
but  we  have  no  alternative.  I  would 
like  to  remind  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  of  that  fact  because  he  used  that 
argument  twice,  both  with  respect  to  my 
amendment  and  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Il¬ 
linois. 

This  amendment  is  very  clear.  It  is 
a  very  simple  one.  I  think  it  is  prac¬ 
tically  amended  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  in  its  own  language,  in 
its  own  report,  in  reference  to  the  $150 
million,  and  why  they  are  in  a  very  slight 
sort  of  way  locking  it  up  with  only  the 
approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
If  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
such  reservations  as  to  the  proper  use 
of  these  moneys,  I  would  say  this:  I  do 
have  faith  in  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  and  there  will  be  supplemental 
appropriation  bills  later  on  and  next 
year.  I  say  this:  If  we  do  what  the 
Appropriations  Committee  suggests  and 
cut  out  the  $150  million  and  reduce  it 
to  the  $275  billion,  then  if  they  find  in 
the  future  or  next  year  that  the  REA  is 
doing  a  proper  job  in  their  judgment 
and  is  living  up  to  the  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  then  they  can  come  in  with  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  and  ask  for  the 
funds  they  might  need. 

That  is  the  extent  of  my  amendment, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  sincerely  hope  this 
will  carry. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  that  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  our  subcommittee  felt  we  should 
spell  out  how  to  handle  these  things  as 
we  see  them  and  give  them  time  in  which 
to  do  it.  His  amendment  would  cut  it 
down  in  advance  of  correcting  these 
things.  Since  the  House  was  against 
the  amendment  which  would  have  cut 
$25  million,  certainly  I  hope  you  will 
stand  by  us  on  this  amendment  which 
will  give  us  and  the  administration  a 
chance  to  work  this  out.  I  hope  you 
will  defeat  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Becker]. 


1963  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  9835 


The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses.  Including  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses,  in  carrying  out  rural  re¬ 
newal  activities  under  section  32(e)  of  title 
III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,000,000. 


Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pelly  :  On  page 
27,  strike  out  line  16  through  line  20. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  would  strike  $1  million  to 
initiate  the  rural  renewal  program  un¬ 
der  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bank¬ 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  considering  H.R. 
6754,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
before  us  today,  the  question  arises  as  to 
just  how  far  the  administration  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  go  in  furthering  socialization — 
or,  if  you  prefer  what  is  supposed  to  be  a 
less  obnoxious  term — the  nationalization 
t  of  the  agricultural  industry. 

Since  the  inception  of  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  employed  every  artificial 
device  that  socialistic -minded  bureau¬ 
crats  could  dream  up,  in  order  to  man¬ 
age  the  Nation’s  farmers  and  control 
their  capacity  to  produce,  with  a  con¬ 
spicuous  lack  of  success. 

Now,  a  new  project  is  in  prospect,  to 
further  burden  and  harass  private  enter¬ 
prise.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
implementing  a  so-called  rural  renewal 
program  designed  to  convert  farmland 
into  recreation  land,  for  the  purpose  of 
increasing  the  income  of  family-sized 
farms  and  take  acreage  out  of  produc¬ 
tion.  In  this  connection,  it  is  looking 
for  farms  to  use  as  pilot  projects  and 
there  is  $1  million  in  this  bill  to  start  the 
program.  Under  the  program,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  assist  the  land-use  con¬ 
version  with  a  cost-sharing  plan.  If  the 

(pilot  program  is  successful — that  is,  as 
far  as  the  Government  is  concerned — 
farmers  would  be  eligible  to  take  part  in 
a  government  cost-sharing  program, 
which  would  in  effect  mean  that  the 
Government  would  pay  50  percent  of  the 
cost  of  developing  the  different  types  of 
recreational  facilities  on  farmlands. 

On  the  surface,  this  sounds  pretty 
good,  as  do  many  of  these  dream  pro¬ 
grams.  However,  let  us  examine  this 
project  in  practice.  One  of  my  constitu¬ 
ents,  an  attorney  in  Seattle,  Wash.,  rep¬ 
resents  a  small  family  corporation  orga¬ 
nized  about  4  years  ago.  The  business 
of  the  corporation  is  located  on  land  in 
Maple  Valley,  just  a  few  miles  south  of 
Seattle.  The  family,  which  formerly 
farmed  the  land,  incorporated  and  estab¬ 
lished  a  business  which  consists  of  a 
semi-dude-ranch  operation,  including 
swimming,  picnic  facilities,  barn  dance 
;  facilities,  horseback  riding  facilities  and 
related  outside  games  and  recreational 
activities,  available  to  groups  and  others 
desiring  these  accommodations. 

This  purely  private  enterprise,  owned’ 
and  operated  by  “old  frontiersmen”, 
after  some  difficult  times  is  at  last  get¬ 
ting  on  its  feet  financially.  It  is  capita  - 
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lized  at  $120,000,  unsubsidized  by  any 
Federal  funds  and  totally  owned  by 
members  of  the  family. 

Imagine,  if  you  will,  the  consternation 
of  this  corporation  when  it  learned  that 
two  of  the  pilot  projects  being  considered 
by  the  Department  under  the  new  pro¬ 
gram  are  both  in  the  Maple  Valley  area, 
and  one  of  these  projects  involves  land 
immediately  contiguous  to  and  adjoining 
the  property  upon  which  the  corporation 
maintains  its  facilities.  This  operation 
would  include  facilities  substantially 
identical  to  those  of  the  private  corpo¬ 
ration,  with  the  addition  of  an  artificial 
fish  lake  and  fish-rearing  pond.  It  goes 
without  saying  that  the  private  corpora¬ 
tion  is  not  very  enthusiastic  at  the  pros¬ 
pect  of  a  Government-subsidized  com¬ 
petitor  adjoining  its  facilities,  or  any¬ 
where  else  in  the  general  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  lived  in  King 
County  all  my  life  and  I  have  never 
heard  of  any  subsidized  agricultural  sur¬ 
plus  crops  being  grown  in  this  rural  area 
immediately  adjacent  to  Seattle  except 
perhaps  milk.  Consequently,  if  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  program  is  to  take  acreage 
out  of  production,  it  is  hard  for  me  to 
understand  why  pilot  projects  are  even 
being  considered  in  this  area.  Here  is 
a  case  in  point  where  a  privately  fi¬ 
nanced  enterprise  is  faced  with  ruina¬ 
tion  by  having  to  compete  with  a  Gov¬ 
ernment-subsidized  competitor,  financed 
by  the  use  of  funds  our  Government 
must  obtain  from  their  children  and 
mine  and  generations  yet  to  come. 

In  my  judgment,  it  is  high  time  that 
these  pie-in-the-sky  schemes  are  jetti¬ 
soned  and  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  implement  steps  for  an  orderly 
return  to  the  free  enterprise  system  of 
our  forefathers. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. ' 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  legislation  was 
adopted  by  the  Congress.  It  was  en¬ 
acted  into  law.  It  is  a  new  program. 
The  committee  has  held  the  funds  to  a 
minimum  in  order  to  get  started  on  the 
program. 

But  when  Congress  enacts  a  law  we 
feel  we  should  not  exercise  the  power  of 
veto.  If  the  gentleman’s  amendment  is 
adopted,  that  is  what  it  would  amount 
to.  It  is  related  to  kindred  programs 
that  have  been  passed  heretofore. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  would  say  to  the  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  that  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  rightfully  did 
not  exercise  the  power  of  veto  and  I 
applaud  them  for  it.  But  I  think  the 
House  should  work  its  will  and,  therefore, 
I  hope  it  will  approve  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  made  his  position  clear,  as  it 
agrees  with  mine.  I  say  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  effect  would  veto  the  program 
that  was  enacted  into  law.  Our  sub¬ 
committee  did  not  feel  that  we  should 
do  that.  I  hope  the  Committee  will  sup¬ 
port  our  committee’s  position  and  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 


the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Pelly). 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Pelly)  there 
were — ayes  87,  noes  105. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  606.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the 
appropriations  of  the  Department  for  re¬ 
search  and  service  work  authorized  by  the 
Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629; 
42  U.S.C.  1891-1893),  shall  be  available  for 
contracting  in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gross:  Page  33, 
immediately  after  line  12,  add  the  following 
new  section : 

"Sec.  607.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  conduct  or 
assist  in  conducting  any  program  (Including 
but  not  limited  to  the  payment  of  salaries, 
administrative  expenses,  and  the  conduct  of 
research  activities)  related  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  to  the  establishment  of  a  national 
service  corps  or  similar  domestic  peace  corps 
type  of  program.” 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  similar  to  the  one  I  offered 
to  H.R.  5888,  the  Labor-HEW  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  and  which  was  agreed  to. 
It  would  prohibit  the  use  of  funds  appro¬ 
priated  in  this  bill  for  any  activities — 
including  the  payment  of  salaries — of 
the  so-called  Domestic  Peace.  Corps  study 
group. 

It  may  seem  strange  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  would  have  any 
connection  with  a  domestic  peace  corps, 
but  I  can  assure  my  colleagues  that  the 
Department  has  in  fact  been  involved  in 
this  deal. 

According  to  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States,  in  a  letter  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Devine],  employees  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  have  served  as  members 
of  the  so-called  study  group  staff.  One, 
a  GS-15,  served  on  a  full-time  basis  for  a 
period  of  1  Vz  months. 

In  addition,  the  Department  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  study  group  $1,500  to  help 
meet  the  expenses  of  the  group. 

As  I  have  contended  in  the  past,  the 
activities  of  the  study  group  are  being 
conducted  without  specific  authority 
from  Congress  and  I  urge  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  want  to  say 
that  I  find  myself  in  disagreement  with 
one  of  my  friends.  I  say  to  you  quite 
frankly  that  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  is  one  of  the  great  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House. 

There  is  no  provision  in  this  bill  con¬ 
taining  any  funds  for  this  purpose.  I  say 
to  you  quite  frankly  this  amendment 
should  be  defeated  for  this  reason.  We 
go  right  back  to  the  same  discussion  we 
have  had  on  several  other  amendments. 
If  the  Department  of  Agriculture  de¬ 
cides  at  any  time  in  the  future  to  in- 
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elude  such  language,  it  should  be  strick¬ 
en  out,  and  they  should  go  to  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment  that 
has  been  offered  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  it  provides  that 
no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this 
bill  in  its  entirety  shall  be  used  for  the 
purpose  that  he  expressed.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  let  us  let  the  legislative  committees 
decide  these  matters.  The  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  is  not  the  proper  vehicle.  This 
amendment  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding.  It  is  true,  is  it  not,  that 
there  were  no  funds  in  last  year’s  bill  for 
this  purpose? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yet  funds  were  used  for 
this  purpose  without  any  delegation  of 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  at 
all.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Iowa  that  if  any 
funds  were  used  for  this  purpose,  cer¬ 
tainly  they  were  not  used  with  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Still,  they  were  used. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  think  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  is  the  proper  place  for  that  to  be 
considered. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
support  the  position  of  my  colleague 
from  Kentucky  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment.  Certainly  the  Committee 
does  not  have  authority  to  prohibit  what 
is  not  authorized.  There  is  no  author¬ 
ization  in  the  bill  and  no  money  in  the 
bill  for  such  purpose.  I  would  say  to 
my  friend  who  offered  the  amendment 
that  I  do  not  know  that  it  serves  any 
purpose  to  prohibit  that  which  is  not 
authorized. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Gross)  there 
were — ayes  119,  noes  99. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment,  which  is  at  the  Clerk’s 
desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  Page 
33,  after  line  12,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  607.  None  of  the  funds  provided 
herein  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  of  any 
officer  or  employee  who  negotiates  agree¬ 
ments  or  contracts  or  in  any  other  way,  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly,  performs  duties  or  func¬ 
tions  incidental  to  supporting  the  price  of- 
Upland  Middling  Inch  cotton  at  a  level  in 
excess  of  30  cents  a  pound.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment,  but  I  will  reserve  the  point 
of  order  at  this  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  reserves  the  point  of 
order. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 


Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
legislative  history  of  the  agricultural  act 
of  1958  applied  to  cotton  as  well  as  to 
feed  grains  and  very  clearly  indicated 
a  gradual  but  steady  stepdown  in  the 
level  of  price  supports  for  cotton. 

Secretary  Freeman  when  taking  office 
immediately  raised  the  level  of  price 
supports  in  .direct  contradiction  of  the 
intent  of  the  legislative  act  of  1958.  He 
continued  the  price  supports  at  this  ex¬ 
cessive  level.  The  purpose  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  simply  to  withhold  funds  for 
payment  to  any  officers  or  employees  of 
the  department  who  would  be  entering 
into  contracts  or  agreements  providing 
for  this  unrealistic  price  support  of  more 
than  30  cents  per  pound  for  upland  Mid¬ 
dling  inch  cotton. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  support  for  the 
amendment  on  the  basis  of  that  argu¬ 
ment.  One  of  the  reasons  we  had  the 
supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  earlier 
this  year  was  because  the  price  supports 
for  cotton  ha$  been  set  at  an  unrealistic 
level.  I  would  also  like  to  mention  to 
those  who  may  not  have  been  in  the 
Chamber  earlier  today  that  I  had  made 
a  unanimous  consent  request  to  return 
to  the  language  on  page  17  of  this  bill. 
That  request  was  objected  to  so  my  point 
of  order  was  not  disposed  _  of  by  the 
Chair.  I  had  wished  at  that  time  to 
point  out  that  we  are  being  asked  today 
to  legislate  a  new  type  cotton  subsidy 
program  in  the  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  BAKER.  That  is  the  point  I 
wanted  to  ask  the  gentleman  about. 
What  effect  would  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  have?  What  effect  would 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  have  on  the 
Cooley  bill  which  has  recently  been  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
in  respect  to  domestic  cotton? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  happen  to  be  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
The  committee,  after  long  consideration 
and  considerable  delay  in  trying  to  get 
enough  votes  to  pass  it,  did  pass  out  the 
bill.  That  was  some  time  ago.  The  bill 
has  not  been  brought  to  the  floor  of  the 
House,  I  think  for  the  very  plain  reason 
that  it  is  of  such  a  controversial  charac¬ 
ter  that  it  proposes  a  new  type  cot¬ 
ton  subsidy  very  similar  to  the  action 
proposed  in  this  language  which  appears 
on  page  17  of  the  bill.  I  do  not  believe 
it  could  pass.  I  think  the  Members  of 
this  body  should  know  that  they  are 
being  asked  to  pass  a  bill  today  which  in¬ 
cludes  language  which  could  inaugurate 
the  very  same  type  of  unwise  subsidy  pro¬ 
gram  as  embodied  in  the  so-called  Cooley 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
that  in  the  committee  report  there  was 
reference  to  the  fact — I  will  read  the 
exact  wording  of  the  report  which  ex¬ 
plained  the  need  for  the  $25  million 
which  is  provided  for  on  page  17  of  this 
bill.  It  says: 

For  example,  an  increased  consumption  of 
1  million  bales  of  cotton  alone  could  save 
the  taxpayers  some  $30  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  just  happens  that 


a  bale  of  cotton  weighs  500  pounds.  Five 
cents  has  been  talked  about  as  a  compro¬ 
mise  mill  subsidy  to  meet  this  disparity 
which  they  have  with  foreign  mills.  Five 
cents  times  500  pounds  come  out  at  $25 
a  bale.  Then,  $25  a  bale  times  1  million 
bales,  as  mentioned  in  the  committee 
report,  comes  out  precisely  at  $25  mil¬ 
lion  as  provided  in  the  language  of  the 
bill  on  page  17  thereof. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  would 
like  to  renew  my  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  that  we  return  to  the  language  on 
page  17,  line  5,  and  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  language  beginning  with  the 
word  “and”,  and  all  that  follows  to  the 
period  on  line  11,  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
legislating  on  a  general  appropriation 
bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mi-.  FINDLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  In  regard  to  the  so-called 
Cooley  bill  is  it  not  true  that  in  the 
Cooley  bill  there  is  provision  that  price 
supports  can  be  dropped  down  to  30  cents 
and  a  direct  payment  be  made  on  the 
first  15  bales  of  cotton  of  10  percent? 
It  does  the  same  thing  as  the  gentleman 
seeks  to  do  in  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  The  effect  of  my 
amendment  would  be  to  require  that  no 
salaries  be  paid  to  officers  or  employees 
who  would  negotiate  contracts  or  agree¬ 
ments  which  would  support  upland  Mid¬ 
dling  inch  cotton  in  excess  of  30  cents  a 
pound. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri. '  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  speak  to  the  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten] 
press  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  will  not  press  it  for 
the  moment  and  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Jones]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  has  indicated  he  desires 
to  be  heard  on  the  point  of  order  which 
has  not  been  made. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order,  if  I  may. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  on  the  basis 
that  the  prohibition  that  would  be  set 
up  here  would  require  new  duties  to  be 
performed  in  determining  who  negoti¬ 
ates,  whether  their  actions  constitute 
negotiations,  or  whether  their  actions  in 
any  of  these  particulars  are  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  have  their  salaries  not 
paid,  particularly  in  view  of  other  laws 
which  require  that  employees  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  be  paid  certain  speci¬ 
fied  sums. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  does  call  for  new 
.duties  and  there  is  no  limitation  in  its 
entirety. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Jones]  desire  to 
be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  desire  to 
be  heard,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
be  pleased  to  hear  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  on  the  pending  point  of  order, 
and  then  will  take  up  the  point  of  order 
of  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  when  we 
dispose  of  this  matter. 

[Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Keogh).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Findley]  has  offered  an  amendment 
which  provides  for  the  insertion  of  a  new 
section,  which  amendment  provides  in 
words  that  none  of  the  funds  provided 
in  the  pending  bill  shall  be  used  to  pay 
the  salary  of  any  officer  or  employee  who 
does  certain  things. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  that  con¬ 
stitutes  within  the  rules  of  the  House  a 
limitation  on  the  funds  being  appro¬ 
priated  and  is  a  proper  form  of  limita¬ 
tion.  Therefore,  the  Chair  overrules  the 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  record  will  show 
that  most  of  the  witnesses  who  testified 
before  the  legislative  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  recommended  that  price  support 
levels  be  reduced  to  the  amount  that  is 
in  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

The  point  I  would  like  to  make  to  the 
House  here  at  the  present  time  is  that 
the  agricultural  laws  are  very  complex. 
If  we  offhand  here  try  to  change  those 
laws,  laws  which  require  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  on  or  before  a  cer¬ 
tain  date  announce  price  support  levels, 
it  could  hurt  many  people  throughout 
the  United  States  who  have  entered  into 
,  contracts  based  on  those  announcements 
L-  which  are  a  part  of  the  law.  This 
amendment,  if  adopted,  would  seriously 
affect  the  business  relationship  of  many 
people  throughout  the  United  States  who 
are  not  farmers. 

May  I  say  again,  the  witnesses  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  supported 
the  price  support  level,  so  I  am  told. 

Here  is  the  main  reason  I  oppose  the 
amendment.  This  does  not  say  they  shall 
not  go  ahead  and  carry  out  the  law  as 
they  have.  These  employees  of  the  De¬ 
partment  are  required  to  carry  out  the 
law  and  the  orders  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  who  heretofore  has  adopted 
price  supports.  All  this  says  is  “You  are 
not  going  to  get  paid.” 

I  respectfully  submit  that  when  a  man 
.  is  carrying  out  the  dictates  of  the  law,  as 
he  is  required  to  do,  you  should  not  deny 
him  his  salary.  That  is  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  do. 

I  trust  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 


Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  say  first  of  all  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  this  bill  is  such  that  it  would 
require  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
himself  could  not  be  paid  if  he  was  a 
party  to  a  contract  or  agreement  which 
provided  for  price  supports  for  cotton  in 
excess  of  30  cents.  So,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  point  raised  by  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  just  now  is  com¬ 
pletely  irrelevant.  The  important  thing 
is  that  we  get  cotton  back  on  the  right 
track.  It  has  clearly  been  on  the  wrong 
track  for  the  past  2  years.  On  the  very 
day  that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
ifras  to  take  final  action  on  a  cotton  bill 
earlier  this  year,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  announced  a  renewal  of  the  un¬ 
realistic  level  of  32.5  cents  a  pound.  This 
was  in  direct  contradiction  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  intent  of  the  1950  act.  Secretary 
Freeman’s  action  has  gotten  cotton  into 
deeper  trouble.  This  amendment  is  one 
way  of  getting  the  program  back  on  the 
right  track. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]  . 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Findley)  there 
were — ayes  105,  noes  131. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise 
and  report  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
with  an  amendment,  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  amendment  be 
agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Keogh,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  had  directed  him  to  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  an  amendment, 
with  the  recommendation  that  the 
amendment  be  agreed  to  and  that  the 
bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  bill  and  the 
amendment  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  Is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
qualifies.  The  Clerk  will  report  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Mr.  Michel  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 


were — yeas 
as  follows : 

288,  nays  79, 

[Roll  No.  72] 
YEAS — 288 

not  voting  65 

Abbitt 

Evins 

Libonati 

Abele, 

Fallon 

Lloyd 

Abemethy 

Farbstein 

McCulloch 

Adair 

Feighan 

McDowell 

Addabbo 

Finnegan 

McFall 

Albert 

Fisher 

Mclntire 

Anderson 

Flood 

McMillan 

Andrews 

Flynt 

Macdonald 

Arends 

Fountain 

Madden 

Ashley 

Fraser 

Mahon 

Ashmore 

Frelinghuysen 

Marsh 

Auchincloss 

Friedel 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Avery . 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Mathias 

Ayres 

Fuqua 

Matsunaga 

Baker 

Gallagher 

May 

Baldwin 

Garmatz 

Meader 

Barrett 

Gary 

Miller,  Calif. 

Barry 

Gathings 

Mills 

Bass 

Giaimo 

Minish 

Bates 

Gilbert 

Monagan 

Beckworth 

Glenn 

Moore 

Belcher 

Gonzalez 

Moorhead 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Goodling 

Morgan 

Bennett,  Mich 

.  Grabowski 

Morse 

Berry 

Grant 

Morton 

Betts 

Gray 

Moss 

Blatnik 

Green,  Oreg. 

Multer 

Boggs 

Green,  Pa. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Boland 

Griffiths 

Murray 

Bolton, 

Gross 

Natcher 

Oliver  P. 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Nedzi 

Bonner 

Hanna 

Nelsen 

Bow 

Hansen 

Nix 

Brademas 

Harding 

Nygaard 

Bray 

Hardy 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Bromwell 

Harris 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Brooks 

Harrison 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Brotzman 

Harsha 

O’Konski 

Brown,  Calif. 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hays 

Olson,  Minn. 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Healey 

O’Neill 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Hechler 

Ostertag 

Burke 

Hemphill 

Passman 

Burkhalter 

Henderson 

Patman 

Burleson 

Hoeven 

Patten 

Burton 

Holifield 

Pepper 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Holland 

Perkins 

Cameron 

Horan 

Philbin 

Cannon 

Horton 

Pilcher 

Carey 

Huddleston 

Pirnie 

Casey 

Hull 

Poage 

Cederberg 

Ichord 

Poff 

Celler 

Jarman 

Price 

Chamberlain 

Jennings 

Pucinskl 

Chelf 

Jensen 

Purcell 

Chenoweth 

Joelson 

Quie 

Clark 

Johnson,  Calif. 

,  Quillen 

Cleveland 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Randall 

Cohelan 

Jonas 

Reid,  III. 

Conte 

Jones,  Ala. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Cooley 

Jones,  Mo. 

Reifel 

Corman 

Karsten 

Reuss 

Cunningham 

Karth 

Rich 

Daddario 

Kastenmeler 

Riehlman 

Dague 

Keogh 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Daniels 

Kilgore 

Rodino 

Davis,  Ga. 

King,  Calif. 

Rogers.  Colo. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kluczynski 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Delaney 

Knox 

Rooney 

Denton 

Kornegay 

Roosevelt 

Diggs 

Kunkel 

Rosenthal 

Dingell 

Kyi 

Rostenkowski 

Dole 

Laird 

Roudebush 

Donohue 

Landrum 

Roush 

Dorn 

Langen 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Dowdy 

Lankford 

St.  George 

Downing 

Latta 

St.  Onge 

Duncan 

Leggett 

Schadeberg 

Ellsworth 

Lennon 

Schwengel 

Everett 

Lesinski 

Secrest 
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cc 

Selden 

Stubblefield 

Watson 

Shipley 

Sullivan 

Watts 

Short 

Talcott 

Weltner 

Shriver 

Taylor 

Wharton 

Sickles 

Teague,  Tex. 

White 

Sikes 

Thomas 

Whitener 

Siler 

Thompson,  Tex 

.Whitten 

Sisk 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Wickersham 

Slack 

Thornberry 

Williams 

Smith,  Iowa 

Toll 

Willis 

Smith,  Va. 

Tuck 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Springer 

Tupper 

Winstead 

Staebler 

Tuten 

Wright 

Stafford 

Ullman 

Young 

Steed 

Vanik 

Zablocki 

Stephens 

Vinson 

Stratton 

Waggonner 

NAYS— 79 

Alger 

Grover  • 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Ashbrook 

Gurney 

Robison 

Becker 

Haley 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Beermann 

Halpern 

Rumsfeld 

Bolton, 

Herlong 

Saylor 

Frances  P. 

Hoffman 

Schenck 

Broomfield 

Hosmer 

Schneebeli 

Bruce 

Hutchinson 

Schweiker 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Johansen 

Senner 

Cahill 

Keith 

Sibal 

Clancy 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Collier 

Lipscomb 

Snyder 

Corbett 

McClory 

Stinson 

Cramer 

McDade 

Taft 

Curtin 

Martin,  Calif. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Curtis 

Martin,  Mass. 

Tollefson 

Derounian 

Michel 

Utt 

Derwinski 

Milliken 

Van  Pelt 

Devine 

Minshall 

Wallhauser 

Dulski 

Mosher 

Weaver 

Fascell 

Norblad 

Whalley 

Findley 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Widnall 

Ford 

Osmers' 

Wilson,  Bob 

Gavin 

Pelly 

Wydler 

Gibbons 

Pike 

Wyman 

Goodell 

Pillion 

Younger 

Griffin 

Pool 

NOT  VOTING— 65 

Aspinall 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Powell  i 

Baring 

Hall 

Rains 

Battin 

Halleck 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Bel! 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Bolling 

Hawkins 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Brock 

Hebert 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Buckley 

Kee 

Roybal 

Clausen 

Kelly 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Colmer 

1  Kilburn 

St  Germain 

Dawson 

Kirwan 

Scott 

Dent 

Lindsay 

Shelley 

Dwyer 

Long,  La. 

Sheppard 

Edmondson 

Long,  Md. 

Skubitz 

Edwards 

McLoskey 

Staggers 

Elliott 

MacGregor 

Thompson,  La. 

Fino 

Mailliard 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Fogarty 

Matthews 

Trimble 

Foreman 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Udall 

Forrester 

Montoya 

Van  Deerlin 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Morris 

•Westland 

Gill 

Morrison 

Wilson, 

Gubser 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Charles  H. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  MacGregor  for,  with  Mr.  Foreman 
against. 

Mr.  Skubitz  for,  with  Mr.  Kilburn  against. 
Mr.  Elliott  for,  with  Mr.  Fino  against. 

Mr.  Hall  for,  with  Mr.  McLoskey  against. 
Mr.  Miller  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
Brock  against.  t 

Mr.  Kirwan  for,  with  Mr.  Fulton  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  against. 

Mr.  Sheppard  for,  with  Mrs.  Dwyer  against. 
Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Lindsay  against. 
Mr.  Aspinall  for,  with  Mrs.  Kelly  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Gill  with  Mr.  Battin. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
Clausen. 

Mr.  Trimble  with  Mr.  Westland. 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Mailliard. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Bell. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mrs.  Kee. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Montoya. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  with  Mr.  Dawson. 

Mr.  Roybal  with  Mr  Morris. 


Mr.  Murphy  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Powell. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Hawkins. 

Mr.  Rhodes  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Long 
of  Louisiana. 

Mr  Ryan  of  Michigan  with  Mr.  Thompson 
of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Udall  with  Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Van  Deerlin. 

Mr.  Matthews  with  Mr.  Hagen  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  Edmondson  with  Mr.  Forrester. 

Mr.  Shelley  with  Mr.  Scott. 

Mr.  St  Germain  with  Mr.  Baring. 

s  The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  3  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  on 
the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
^.lbert)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi? 
\here  was  no  objection.  > 


THREAT  OF  VIOLENCE  HAJffGS 

OVElN  THE  COUNTRY’S  RACE 

RELATIONS  / 

(Mr.  SELIM3N  asked  aadjfas  given 
permission  tcrvjddress  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  toVrevise  andr  extend  his 
remarks.)  \  / 

Mr.  SELDEN.  m\  Speaker,  I  regret 
that  objection  was  njarae  to  my  unani¬ 
mous  consent  request  that  I  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  addres^thev  House  for  15 
minutes  this  afternoon,  I  wanted  to 
speak  at  even  greater  length  on  a  prob¬ 
lem  that  shoul/n  be  of  greacsconcern  to 
all  of  us — th<vhouble  standarcKbeing  ap¬ 
plied  in  connection  with  this  country’s 
racial  problem.  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  threat  of  violence 
hangs  <wer  the  country’s  race  relations— 
from  ^Washington  to  Los  Angeles  aSfi 
fromr  Florida  to  Chicago.  Those  who, 
ha^e  attempted  to  place  all  blame  for 
tjfe  Nation’s  racial  problems  on  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  South  now  find  themselves 
trying  to  account  for  mob-inspired  race 
chaos  in  their  own  communities. 

To  be  sure,  it  was  not  difficult  for  pur¬ 
ported  political  and  sociological  experts 
to  find  explanations  and  to  place  blame 
when  Birmingham,  Ala.,  and  Jackson, 
Miss.,  were  the  only  centers  for  the  ac¬ 
tivity  of  race  agitators.  The  task  has 
become  more  difficult,  however,  since 
Negro  mobs  in  Philadelphia  in  recent 
weeks  have  defied  law-enforcement  au¬ 
thorities,  and  Los  Angeles,  advertised  as 
a  model  city  for  equal  treatment  of  the 
races,  has  been  pinpointed  for  mass  Ne¬ 
gro  demonstrations.  The  truth  of  the 
matter  is  that  if  the  political  and  socio¬ 
logical  experts  on  race  relations  were 
honest  in  their  assessment  of  the  current 
national  crisis,  they  would  necessarily 
lay  a  large  share  of  the  blame  at  their 
own  feet. 

The  country  is  now  beginning  to  pay 
for  the  gross  error  of  seeking  answers 
to  problems  in  human  race  relations 
through  legislation  and  court  fiat.  His¬ 


tory  and  national  experience  should  have 
warned  that  legislation  and  court  ordei/ 
is  no  answer  to  the  racial  problem.  *  YoC, 
spurred  on  by  political  opportunists  smd 
social  theorists,  the  Nation  embarkaa  on 
a  course  which  has  now  resultejf  in  a 
racial  crisis  of  the  first  magnitude. 

Incredibly,  the  proponents  oMhe  legis- 
late-and-regulate  school  of  ra^e  relations 
are  now  seeking  to  compound  their  orig¬ 
inal  mistake.  In  respomd  to  growing 
racial  tensions,  we  are  now  being  urged 
to  enact  more  extensiyf  legislation  gov¬ 
erning  national  race  relations.  And  our 
courts  are  weekly  issuing  orders,  direc¬ 
tives,  and  regulations  regarding  an  ever- 
_increasing  area  ofdace  problems. 

-  Evidence  moynts  daily,  however,  that 
the  Nation’s  dace  problems  cannot  be 
solved  by  court  order  and  legislative  fiat. 
The  time ynas  therefore  come  for  all 
Americar^d— white  and  Negro  alike — to 
take  a  iresh  and  realistic  view  of  the 
statu.yof  our  country’s  race  relations. 

It  imould  be  made  clear  that  the  Amer¬ 
ica!  Negro  cannot  hope  to  improve  per¬ 
manently  his  status  or  insure  a  better 
^lfe  for  his  children  by  following  the 
leadership  of  those  who  urge  mob  action 
or  violence.  What  has  been  described 
as  racism-in-reverse — the  preaching  of 
race  hatred  of  whites  by  Negroes — is  cer¬ 
tainly  one  of  the  underlying  elements  in 
the  race  demonstrations  the  country  has 
witnessed  in  recent  weeks,  from  Bir¬ 
mingham  to  Philadelphia. 

NAACP  and  CORE  leaders,  by  encour¬ 
aging  Negro  mob  action  against  com¬ 
munity  authority,  fan  the  flames  of  this 
race  hatred.  It  is  but  a  short  step  from 
the  violent  demonstrations  which  took 
place  in  Nashville  and  Philadelphia,  to 
the  racist  doctrine  of  the  Black  Muslim 
leader,  Malcolm  X,  who  is  quoted  as  tell¬ 
ing  a  Washington  Negro  audience: 

We  need  some  Mau  Mau  and  Poqo  action 
here. 

The  inevitable  result  of  Negro  resort 
to  force  and  violence  can  only  be  the  set¬ 
back  of  America’s  16  million  Negro  citi¬ 
zens  in  their  quest  for  improved  status. 
For  the  spread  of  racial  unrest — from 
city  to  city  and  area  to  area — repre¬ 
sents  a  threat  to  the  security  of  the 
Nation  in  an  hour  when  hostile  interna¬ 
tional  forces  are  poised  to  take  advan¬ 
tage^  our  every  weakness.  The  present 
administration  invites  national  tragedy 
when  icunoves  slowly  to  recognize  this 
threat,  and  when  its  only  response  to 
massive  civil  insurrection  on  the  part  of 
the  Negro  is\to  request  additional  civil 
rights  legislation. 

This  administration  has  not  hesitated 
to  use  troops  iN  Mississippi,  and  to 
threaten  the  use  orVtroops  in  my  native 
State  of  Alabama,  set,  to  date  the  ac¬ 
tions  and  statementNof  the  Kennedy 
administration  have  encouraged  rather 
than  discouraged  Negro  extremists  who 
seek  to  disrupt  and  paralyzeinational  and 
community  life.  N 

A  realistic  view  of  race  religions  in 
America  today  finds  that  while  \here  is 
growing  demand  for  so-called  civil\ights 
among  Negro  leaders,  these  same  leaders 
do  little  to  shoulder  the  weight  of  civil 
responsibilities.  Those  few  Negroes  wnta 
have  come  forward  to  point  out  that* 
their  race  must  assume  a  greater  re- 
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H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  10, 1963 

Eead  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1964;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  air¬ 
craft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for 
replacement  only :  Provided  further,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alter¬ 
ation,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 
otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 
(except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $20,000,  except  for  five  buildings  to  be  constructed  or 
improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $40,000  each,  and  the  cost 
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of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater:  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations 
on  alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total 
of  $100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research :  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in¬ 
cluding  related  cost  and  efficiency  evaluations;  home  eco¬ 
nomics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase 
at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100,  $94,045,000;  plus 
$400,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  for  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  equipping  of  facilities;  in  all 
$94,445,000:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  more  than 
$5,000,000  may  be  transferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  this  appropriation,  in  accordance  with  the  Act 
of  June  29, 1948  (15  U.S.C.  714b) ,  for  cost  of  production  and 
other  research  designed  to  decrease  the  present  or  future  invest¬ 
ment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  such  research  to  be  conducted  through  contracts  and 
grants  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946,  as 
amended :  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  may  enter  into  agree- 
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ments  with  and  receive  funds  from  any  State,  other  political 
subdivision,  organization,  or  individual  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  cooperative  research  projects  with  such  coopera¬ 
tors  :  Provided  f  urther,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113(a)): 
Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  acquire  approximately  two-tenths  of  an  acre  of 
land  at  Pasadena,  California; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c) ,  $59,505,000,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emer¬ 
gency  conditions:  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 
matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum:  Provided 
further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which  threaten  the 
livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary 
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may  transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  available 
to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Department  such  sums 
as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such  emer¬ 
gencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth 
disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other 
contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European 
fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  under 
this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts; 

Meat  inspection :  F or  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to 
process  or  renovated  butter,  $27,638,000. 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be 
employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental 
research  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 
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Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research,  and  for  other  ex¬ 
penses,  including  $38,113,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 
361a-361i),  including  administration  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture;  $500,000  for  payments  author¬ 
ized  under  section  204(h)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623)  ;  $1,000,000  for  grants  for 
cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  10,  1962  (76  Stat.  806-807)  ;  $310,000  for  penalty 
mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations  under  section  6 
of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and  $460,000  for 
necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Sta¬ 
tion  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employment  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  em¬ 
ployment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all,  $40,383,000. 
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Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 
U.S.O.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 
347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat.  745), 
$63,020,000;  and  payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  un¬ 
der  section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1623-1624),  $1,570,000;  in  all,  $64,- 
590,000:  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not 
be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availability  of 
an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources  for  expenditure  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $7,110,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 
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Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.O.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.O.  347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat. 
745) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621-1627) ,  and  to  coordinate  and 
provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work  of  the 
Department  and  the  several  States  and  insular  possessions, 
$2,500,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.O.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer 
cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621-1627) ,  $1,195,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O.  590ar-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 
farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifioa- 
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tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $97,480,000: 
Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  pur¬ 
chased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost 
of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 
connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 
exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed 
$2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed 
or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building 
and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other  exist¬ 
ing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 
per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such 
building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration 
projects:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
H.R.  6754 - 2 
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and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $63,222,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  ap¬ 
propriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  : 
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Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000,  together 
with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated 
for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such 
purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

Tor  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activities 
of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement,  includ¬ 
ing  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  under  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended;  $25,465,000,  with  which  shall 
be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood 
prevention  purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 
Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such 
lands  are  situated:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
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$1,000,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds 
previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall 
be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $12,994,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $1,- 
200,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  and  related  expenses  under  subtitle  A  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961. 
as  amended :  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employ- 
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ment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) . 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary7  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on 
prospects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic 
development  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products, 
assembly  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and 
analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  programs 
and  policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of 
United  States  farm  products;  $9,832,000:  Provided, 
That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further,  That 
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this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than 
$145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used 
by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on 
a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Tor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting 
Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work, 
including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordina¬ 
tion  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O. 
1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $11,079,000:  Provided,  That 
no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available 
for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple 
production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop. 
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Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  SERVICES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
agricultural  marketing  and  distribution  as  authorized  by  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  mar¬ 
keting  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith  and  for  adminis¬ 
tration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States ;  and  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  at 
rates  not  to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  sec¬ 
tion  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive ,  of  title  II  of  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and 
section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946; 
$37,061,000. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market- 
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ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)  ) ,  $1,425,000. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1446,  note),  $100,000,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.O.  1751-1760) , 
$137,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5 
of  said  Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be 
transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  ( 7  U.  S.  C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose 
other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  ( 1 ) 
transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  (3)  not  more  than 
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$4,754,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961,  (4)  not  more  than  $40,000,000  for 
expenses  for  the  Pilot  Food  Stamp  Program,  and  (5)  not 
more  than  $25,000,000  for  transfer  to  the  Commodhy 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  to  increase  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  of  any  farm  commodity  or  farm  commodities  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  supply  and 
hereafter  such  sums  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Congress 
shall  be  available  for  such  purpose. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766),  $18,505,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $255,- 
000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign 
H.F.  6754 - 3 
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production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in 
addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation 
and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.8.C.  l-17a) ,  $1,093,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  194$,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16  (d) ,  16  (e) ,  16  (f) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
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590  (o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q;  76  Stat.  606-607)  as  added  by 
section  132  of  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961;  subtitles  B  and 
0  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814, 
and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  $105,737,000:  Provided ,  That,  in  addition, 
not  to  exceed  $94,885,000  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $40,051,000  under 
the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  administra¬ 
tive  expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other  funds  made 
available  to  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  for  authorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$78,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for 
the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  dis- 
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plays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $215,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  De¬ 
cember  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance 
with  the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appro¬ 
priation  Acts,  1962  and  1963,  carried  out  during  the  period 
July  1,  1961,  to  December  31,  1963,  inclusive:  Provided, 
That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this 
shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of 
information  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers : 
Provided  further,  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the 
1964  program  may  be  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  for  drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as 
Wetland  Types  3  (III),  4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in  United 
States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United  States,  1956:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  necessary  amounts  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation 
and  administration  of  the  1964  program  of  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  including  related  wildlife 
conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 

•  •  •  «.  ,  ,,  ,  s  . 

amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  adminis- 
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tration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  receive  more  than 
$2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices  de¬ 
signed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of 
the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in 
the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  tech¬ 
nical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  con¬ 
ditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices:  Provided,  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or 
any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services, 
and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
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them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retaiy  under  programs  provided  for  herein :  Provided  further , 
That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or 
any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting 
a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal 
year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any 
person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved 
August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate 
such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses 
designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress 
to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Con¬ 
gress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the 
proper  official  channels. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$294,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
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balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank 
programs:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be 
paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to 
the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants. 

LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT  PBOGEAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16  (e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
( 16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p) ,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  27,  1962  (76  Stat.  606),  $10,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Office  of  Rueal  Aeeas  Development 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development  in  providing  leader¬ 
ship,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the  rural 
areas  development  activities  of  the  Department,  $120,000: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not 
to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 
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Office  of  tiie  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,953,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,684,000,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  he  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to 
or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  'Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as 
the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73 
of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided, 
That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  em- 
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ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $1,420,000. 

LIBRARY  FACILITIES 

For  the  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  draw¬ 
ings  for  the  National  Agricultural  Library,  $450,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

Gteneral  Administration 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  including  expenses  of  the  National  Agri¬ 
cultural  Advisory  Commission;  repairs  and  alterations;  and 
other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,735,000:  Provided , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable 
appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of 
hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act 
(5  U.S.O.  1001)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
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$2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be  available  for  official  reception 
and  representation  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  program,  $425,000,000,  of  which  $150,000,000  shall 
be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the 
rural  electrification  program;  and  rural  telephone  program, 
$70,000,000. 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
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$150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $11,162,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate 
loans,  $60,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $300,000,000,  of 
which  $50,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used 
only  to  the  extent  required  during  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  program. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  THE  ELDERLY  REVOLVING  FUND 

For  loans  pursuant  to  section  515(a)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1484;  76  Stat.  671), 
including  advances  pursuant  to  section  335  (a)  of  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7 
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U.S.C.  1985)  in  connection  with  security  for  such  loans, 

$2,000,000. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering’  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1484) ,  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust 
Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440- 
444)  ;  $38,367,000,  together  with  not  more  than  $1,050,- 
000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance 
of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  section  514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended :  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 
administered  by  this  Agency  may  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.  C.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases. 
TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor- 
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poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $6,950,000. 

PEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $3,530,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
net  realized  losses  sustained  during  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1962,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961 
(15  TJ.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-12) ,  $2,500,000,000. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $41,650,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  fur- 
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ther,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per 
centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such 
times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  opera¬ 
tions:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (includ¬ 
ing  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 
basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve¬ 
ment,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

TITLE  IV— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Public  Law  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736) ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com- 
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modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said 
Act,  $1,452,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for 
emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to 
title  II  of  said  Act,  $215,451,000;  and  (3)  long-term  sup¬ 
ply  contracts  pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act,  $52,515,000. 

International  Wheat  Agreement 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1641-1642),  $86,218,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Bartered  Materials  for  Supplemental  Stockpile 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic  and  other  materials 
acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural 
commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 
stockpile  pusuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Congress 
(7  U.S.C.  1856),  $82,860,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

TITLE  V— BELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $2,785,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 
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TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  601.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  five 
hundred  and  fifteen  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  four 
hundred  and  ninety-eight  shall  he  for  replacement  only,  and 
for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  602.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  603.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.O.  2131). 

Sec.  604.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 
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Sec.  605.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  606.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  607.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  conduct  or  assist  in  conducting  any  program 
(including  but  not  limited  to  the  payment  of  salaries,  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses,  and  the  conduct  of  research  activities) 
related  directly  or  indirectly  to  the  establishment  of  a  national 
service  corps  or  similar  domestic  peace  corps  type  of  program. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1964”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  6,  1963. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 


CO 


a> 

CO 


p 

p 

pi 


>-i 

2  A 

<d 

►i  *-s 
o  H 

►d  p 

l-t  pi 


p 


o 

p 

m 


CH 

d 

3 

H 


CO 

CD 

co 


p4 

CD 


Q 


B 

3 


CD 

CD 


o 

a 


o  Eb 

ct-  co 

tr*  o 

CD  P 

hi  i— ' 


►d  ^ 

P  CD 

5  9s 

CO 

O  CD 
W  3 
CD  ^ 

CO  P-I 

•  M* 


go 

l>  ET. 

W5  P 
t2.(J>5 
2  89 

&>a 

Q-  ^ 


Hi 

o 

►d 

4 


8= 


p 

CTQ 


P 

P 

CD 


P 

g,P 

Hi  P 

CD  CO 


CO 

o  ?° 
-  OQ 
.  CD 


CD 


CO 


CD 


^  % 


g  H,  P 
P  o  5 

Hi  ® 


P 

ci- 


Hh  C^ 

o  ty  o 


> 

z 


89  Hb 
b  O 
CD  Hj 
& 


o 

CD 

P 

Hj 


> 

o 

H 


Hi  CD  H» 


5*W 
H  Q 
JO 


2  o 

o  W 

*  H 

ZD 

ZD 


JO 


o 

Ol 

*  < 


( 


J  CONGRESSIONAL 
Of  PROCEEDINGS 


i 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCI 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


CONTENTS 

Adj  ournment . . . 18,25 

Agricultural 

appropriations . 5 

Appropri at  ions . 5,34 

Area  redevelopment . . 27 

Assistant  Secretary ......  1 

Beef  imports . 12 

Civil  defense . 40 

Committee  assignments. .. 10 
Crop  insurance . 3 


D^iry  industry . ./ . . .  2 

Education. . . 14,35 

Expenditures . yf . 13 

Farm  labor . ./.... 23,28 

Fertilizes. . ,  j( , . 21 

Foreign  a>d.  .Y. . 11,19 

Foreign  tra^e; . .21 

Forestry. . .  .8,31 

General  service.' . 9 

Lands. . \ . 29 


I  (For  information  #hly; 
I  should  not  be  quoted 
or  citec 

Issued  August  26,T'963 
For  actions  of  August  23/  1963 

88th-lst^  No.  132 


Legislative  program. . 17, 24 

Lettuce; . 22 

Loans/. . . 8,31 

Lumber  tariff.. . 33 

Manpower . 4,39 

tarket  news . 20 

‘'Minerals . . . 29 

National  flower . 30 

Nomination . 1 

Personnel. . . 37 

Procurement . 9 

Public  Law  480. . 7 

Reclamation . 15 

Science . 16 

Small  business . 36 

Textiles . 21 

Transportation . 6,32 

Travel  expenses . 37 

Water  resources . 26 

Wildlife . 38 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committees  reported:  MehreiK nomination.  Dairy  bill..  Bill  to 
increase  number  of  new  counties'  in  which  crop  insurance  may  be  offered.  Manpower 
Development  and  Training  Act /tmandments.  Sen.  Milder  inserted  items  favoring 
restrictions  on  beef  and  vead  imports.  House  passed  foreign  aid  authorization 
bill.  Rep,  Findley  requested  public  hearing  on  new  U£DA  market  news  service. 


SENATE 

1.  NOMINATIONS.  V/e  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the  nomination  of 
George  L.  Meb/en  to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agricultur^.  p.  14859 

DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported!  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  M5,  the  Proxmire  dairy  bill  to  encourage  the  reductiorKof  excess 
marketing  of  milk  (S.  Rept.  449).  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  confi 
bill  /ill  reduce  the  cost  of  the  farm  program,  and  will  increase 
inc  <yne.  p.  14860 


ce  that  the 
d^iry  farm 


3.  C8$i?  INSURANCE.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without\^mend- 
/fient  S.  277,  to  increase  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insurance  may 
be  offered  each  year  from  not  to  exceed  100  to  not  to  exceed  150  (S.  Rept.  4^0) . 
p.  14860 


4.  MANPOWER  DEVELOPMENT.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  S.  1716,  to  amend  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act  of, 
1962  (S.  Rept.  458).  pp.  14860-1 
X  


5 .  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  subcommittee  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  "continued  to  consider  H.  R.  6754,  fiscal  1964  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  related  agencies,  but  did  not 
conclude  action  thereon,  and  recessed  subject  to  call."  p.  D664 


6.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  J.  Res. 

102,  to  provide  for  the  settlement  of  the  labor  dispute  betyeen  certain  rail¬ 
roads  and  tneir  employees  (S.  Rept.  459).  p.  14861 


7.  PUBLIC  LAW  480.\Received  from  the  President  the  19th  s^niannual  report  on 
■  activities  carried  on  under  Public  Law  400,  83rd  Congress,  for  the  six-month 
period  ending  June\30,  1963  (H.  Doc.  149).  p.  1485( 


8.  FORESTRY;  LOANS.  Received  from  Treasury  a  proposal  bill  "to  liberalize  the 
conditions  of  loans  byVational  banks  on  forest/tracts";  to  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee,  p.  \4860 


6 


9.  GENERAL  SERVICES;  PROOURFMEIftL  Received  frj^fn  GAO  a  report  "on  unnecessary 
depot  handling  and  transportation  costs  or  supply  items.  Federal  Supply  Ser¬ 
vice,  General  Services  Administration."/  p.  14860 


10.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Agreed  to  \  resolution  relieving  Sen.  Proxraire  from 
service  on  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  and  assigning  him  to  serve 
on  the  Appropriations  Committee,  /p, >14865 

Agreed  to  a  resolution  relieving  SeV  Metcalf  from  service  on  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  /nd  assigning  him  to  serve  on  the  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  Committee,  p/  14865 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sens.  Dirksey' and  Gruening  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be 

proposed  to  the  foreign y^id  authorization  billy  pp.  14865-6  ( 

■ 

12.  BEEF  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Miller  expressed  concern  over 'Increased  imports  of  beef 
and  veal  and  inserted  several  items  urging  restrictions  on  noch  imports, 
including  a  letter/ to  Secretary  Freeman  from  the  National  Livestock  Feeders 
Association  criticizing  a  U3DA  release  on  the  eifectsSpf  beef  imports  on  the 
domestic  livestock  industry,  pp.  14869-74 


13.  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES.  Sen.  Miller  urged  a  reduction  in  Feo^ral  expenditures 
and  inserted  two  articles  on  the  subject,  pp.  14367-9 


14.  EDUCATION.  Sen.  Mundt  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  cortino^  Federal 
Assistance  to  schools  in  Federally  impacted  areas,  p.  14875 


15.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Metcalf  praised  the  Federal  reclamation  program  nad  defended 
le  program  against  criticism  in  a  Life  magaziue  article,  pp.  14'ciS-O 


16/  SCIENCE.  Sens.  Bartlett  and  Keating  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  provide 
for  the  establishment  of  a  Congressional  Office  of  Science  and  Technology^ 
pp.  14891-4 


17.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Metcalf  stated  that  it  is  planned  to  take  up  the 
bill  for  settlement  of  the  railroad  dispute  on  Mon.  p.  14859 


Friday,  August  23,  1963 


Daily  Digest 


HIGHLIGHTS 


Senate  considered  airport  grants  bill. 

House  passed  reduced  foreign  aid  bill. 

Senate  committee  reported  bill  to  settle  railroad  dispute. 
Congressional  Program  Ahead. 


Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pagbsA4859- 14890 

Bills  Introduced:  io  bills  and\  resolutions  were  intro¬ 
duced,  as  follows:  S.  2068-2077;  a^d  S.  Res.  187-191. 

Page  14861 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made\s  follows: 

S.  1543,  repealing  the  legislation  prohibiting  Federal 
employment  of  employees  of  the  Pinkerton  Detective 
Agency  or  any  similar  agency  (S.  Rept.  44^-reported 
on  August  20) ; 

H.R.  4638,  proposed  Presidential  Transition\\ct  of 
1963  (S.  Rept.  448) ; 

S.  1915,  to  encourage  the  reduction  of  excess  market¬ 
ings  of  milk  (S.  Rept.  449) ; 

S.  277,  to  increase  the  number  of  new  countiey'in 
which  crop  insurance  may  be  offered  each  year  (S.^fept. 
45°); 

S.  1936,  authorizing  the  State  of  Rhode  Y land  to 
maintain  and  operate  the  bridge  across  Amount  Hope 
Bay  (S.  Rept.  451); 

S.  1756,  to  amend  the  Alaska  PubliuAVorks  Act  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  collect,  com¬ 
promise,  or  release  certain  claims  iield  by  him  under 
that  act,  with  amendment  (S.  Renr  452) ; 

H.R.  1135,  designating  theyaam  being  constructed 
and  the  reservoir  to  be  formed^n  theDes  Moines  River, 
Iowa,  as  Red  Rock  Dam  ayra  Lake  Red  Rock  (S.  Rept. 

453)  > 

H.R.  4823,  to  modif ^he  Rend  Lake,  Ill.,  flood  control 
project  (S.  Rept.  454 
H.R.  2671,  authorizing  construction  of  a  bank  protec¬ 
tion  project  onyme  Guyandot  River  at  Barboursville, 
W.Va.  (S.Rej/455); 

H.R.  759J5  designating  the  McGee  Bend  Dam  and 
Reservoirywi  the  Angelina  River,  Tex.,  as  the  Sam  Ray¬ 
burn  Dam  and  Reservoir  (S.  Rept.  456) ; 

H.  icon.  Res.  179,  expressing  appreciation  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway 


Officials  for  its  contribution  to  the  highway  transporta¬ 
tion  system  over  a  50-Wir  period  (S.  Rept.  457) ; 

S.  1716,  repealing  snatching  requirement  for  Federal 
payments  to  States/tor  training  allowances  for  unem¬ 
ployed  persons, y^ith  minority  views  (S.  Rept.  458); 
and 

S.J.  Res.  10^,  to  provide  for  settlement  of  the  dispute 
between  certain  railroad  carriers  and  railroad  brother¬ 
hoods,  wfth  amendments  and  with  individual  views 

(S.  Rep£  459).  Pages  14544,  14860-14861 

Bill^Ref  erred:  13  House-passed  bills  were  referred  to 
fropriate  committees.  page  14 859 

Committee  Assignments:  The  following  three  resolu¬ 
tions  were  adopted,  making  changes  in  committee  as¬ 
signments  as  indicated  therein : 

S.  Res.  187,  relieving  Seriator  Burdick  from  further 
service  on  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  and 
^igning  him  to  Committee  on  the  Judiciary; 

Res.  188,  relieving  Senator  Proxmire  from  further 
service  on  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and 
assigning  him  to  Committee  on  Appropriations ;  and 
^  S.  Res\i89,  relieving  Senator  Metcalf  from  further 
service  omCommittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
and  assignin\him  to  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare.  Page  14865 

Authority  To  Reoort:  Committee  on  Commerce  was 
authorized  following  adjournment  today  to  file  a  report 
with  minority  views. 

Committee  on  Agrickkure  and  Forestry  was  author¬ 
ized  until  midnight,  August  26,  to  file  supplemental 
views  on  S.  1915,  to  encourage  the  reduction  of  excess 
marketings  of  milk.  \  pagei4860 

Oil-Gas  Compact:  Senate  concuined  in  House  amend¬ 
ment  to  S.J.  Res.  33,  granting  consefcu  for  a  4-year  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  Interstate  Compact  To^Conserve  Oil  aiTd 
Gas.  This  action  cleared  the  bill  for  resident's  signa¬ 
ture.  p\es  14894-14895 

Airport  Grants:  Senate  debated  S.  1153,  tksextend  the 
Federal  Airport  Act  and  to  audiorize  fundk^herefor, 

D663 


D664 
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August  23 


^adopting  committee  amendment  (in  nature  of  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  bill)  as  amended  by  Proxmire  amendment 
resecting  availability  of  records,  and,  by  unanimous 
consent,  modified  its  previous  order  limiting  debate  on 
the  bilfW  providing  that  after  the  third  reading  thereof 
further  consideration  shall  be  postponed  until  conclu¬ 
sion  of  moaning  business  on  Monday,  August  26,  at 
which  time  notwithstanding  the  bill’s  third  reading, 
Senate  may  consider  Proxmire  amendment  to  reduce 
amounts  in  the  mil  by  one-third  (debate  thereon  and 
all  amendments  thVeto  to  be  limited  to  20  minutes, 
equally  divided),  to  bes(ollowed  by  vote  on  final  passage 
of  the  bill. 

Subsequently,  there  waV.a  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

Pages  14890-1 >691,  14895-14897,  14904-14921 

Confirmations:  Senate  conformed  nominations  of 
Ewan  Clague,  of  Pennsylvania,  foibe  Commissioner  of 
Labor  Statistics,  Department  of  Difiror;  and  26  Coast 
and  Geodetic  Survey.  \  Page  14969 

Nominations:  Numerous  Navy  andNMarine  Corps 
nominations  were  received.  Pa^ts  1 4967-14969 

Program  for  Monday:  Senate  met  at  noon  and  ad¬ 
journed  at  6:49  p.m.  until  noon  Monday,  August  26, 
when  it  will  complete  consideration,  under  oebate- 
limitation  agreement,  of  S.  1153,  airport  grants. 

Pages  14859,  14^ 

Committee  Meetings 

(  Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet ) 

Appropriations— agriculture 

Committee  on  Appropriations:  Subcommittee,  in  ex¬ 
ecutive  session,  continued  to  consider  H.R.  6754,  fiscal 
1964  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  related  agencies,  but  did  not  conclude  action  there? 
on,  and  recessed  subject  to  call. 

ARMS  CONTROL  / 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  The  Preparedness  In¬ 
vestigating  Subcommittee  continuedyon  executive  ses¬ 
sion,  its  hearings  on  arms  control  a/nd  nuclear  test  ban 
matters,  having  as  its  witness  former  Chief  of  Naval 
Operations  Adm.  George  W.  ^yfaerson. 

Hearings  continue  on  Tuesday,  August  27. 

RAILROAD  DISPUTE  / 

Committee  on  Comm/rce:  Committee,  in  executive 
session,  ordered  favonroly  reported  with  an  amendment 


in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  bill  S.J.  Res.  102,  to  provide 
for  settlement  of  the  dispute  between  certain  railroad 
carriers  and  railroad  brotherhoods. 

It  was  announced  that  the  Senate  expects  to  consi^r 
this  joint  resolution  on  Monday,  August  26. 

NUCLEAR  TEST  BAN  TREATY 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations :  Commit teya^ntinued 
its  hearings  on  the  Nuclear  Test  Ban  Treaty  (Ex.  M, 
88th  Cong.,  1st  sess.),  receiving  testimony  in  executive 
session  from  Doyle  Northrup,  Directoiynf  the  Air  Force 
Technical  Application  Center;  and  testimony  in  open 
hearings  from  James  P.  Warburg,  Mew  York  City;  Ed¬ 
win  P.  Neilan,  president,  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce; 
Carl  Mclntire,  representing  Liberty  Lobby;  Brig.  Gen. 
J.  H.  Rothschild,  USA  (retired),  representing  United 
World  Federalists;  Mrs.  A^een  Hutchinson,  represent¬ 
ing  Women  Strike  foryreace;  Stanley  M.  Andrews, 
representing  Americanrfor  National  Security;  and  San¬ 
ford  Gottleib,  Natioj^al  Committee  for  a  Sane  Nuclear 
Policy. 

Hearings  contj/ue  on  Monday,  August  26. 

CIVIL  RIGEU 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Committee  resumed  its 
hearing^n  S.  1731  and  S.  1750,  proposed  Civil  Rights 
Act  of/1963,  receiving  further  testimony  from  Attorney 
General  Robert  F.  Kennedy,  who  presented  his  Depart¬ 
ment’s  recommendations  relative  to  title  VI,  which  pro¬ 
fits  discrimination  in  federally  assisted  programs, 
learings  were  recessed  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

MEDICAL  EDUCATION  FACILITIES 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare:  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  H«kkh  continued  its  hearings  on  S.  91 1  and  H.R. 
12,  proposeckHealth  Professions  Educational  Assistance 
Act  of  1963,  receiving  testimony  from  Dr.  Robert  C. 
Berson,  presidentelect,  Association  of  American  Medi¬ 
cal  Colleges;  Dr.  iHyron  Wegman,  president,  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Schools  of  Public  Health;  Dr.  John  G.  Whinery, 
who  was  accompaniecMw  Dr.  Vernon  Boddicker,  both 
of  the  Association  of  American  Dentists;  Dr.  Harry 
Lyons,  president,  American  Association  of  Dental 
Schools;  William  Truitt,  National  Farmers  Union;  Dr. 
Charles  W.  Bliven,  AmeriAm  Association  of  Col¬ 
leges  of  Pharmacy;  Calvin  Berger,  American  Pharma¬ 
ceutical  Association;  and  Joseph  CHJien,  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Retail  Druggists. 

Hearings  continue  on  Monday,  AugdSt  26. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  subcommittee  approved  USDA  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Williams 

(Del.)  urged  investigation  of  surplus  commodity  disposal.  Senate  subcommittee 
—approved  Ozark  National  Rivers  recreation  area  bill\  Senate  subcommittee  approved 
^locational  education  improvement  bill.  Sen.  McClellan  urged  retaliation  for 
Common  Market  restrictions  on7  poultry  imports.  Sen.  Sfcennis  submitted  amendment  to 
bar  foreign  aid  to  countries  permitting  shipping  to  Cuba\  House  created  select 
committee  to  investigate  research  programs. 


SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  The  Appropriations  Committee  subcommit¬ 
tee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.R. 
6754.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  full  committee  will  meet  today  (Thur.) 
in  executive  session  to  consider  the  bill.  p.  D705 


2.  F0 


TRY.  The  Public  Lands  Subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Afffi 
ittee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendments  S.  1  to 
rovide  for  the  establishment  of  the  Ozark  National  Rivers  (Mo.)  recreat 
area  (the  proposed  recreation  area  would  include  certain  national  forest  lan 
p.  D706 


2 


3.  VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION.  The  Subcommittee  on  Education  of  the  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  Committee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendments 
H.  R.  4955,  to  increase  the  authorization  for  grants  to  States  for  vocatiop4l 
education  programs,  p.  D706 

The  Rules  and  Administration  Committee  reported  H.  Con.  Res.  203,  to>4utho* 
rize  the  printing  as  a  House  document  additional  copies  of  the  study,  Prhe 
Feaeral  Government  and  Education."  p.  15889 


4.  NUCLEAR\TEST  BAN  TREATY.  Continued  debate  on  ratification  of  the  jrficlear  test 
ban  treaty,  pp.  15897,  15906-36 


5.  NATIONAL  PARKS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Public  Lands  Subcommittee 
of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  tabled  S.  98^/  to  provide  for  th 
establishment\)f  the  Prairie  National  Park,  Kan.  p.  D706. 


6.  FARM  PROGRAM.  SenAWilliams  (Del.)  renewed  his  request  £6r  an  investigation  of 
the  disposal  of  surplus  commodities  by  this  Department  and  inserted  a  Wall 
Street  Journal  article  critical  of  the  disappearance^ of  grain  shipments  to 
Austria  and  the  alleged  shipment  of  refined  saladyoil  and  shortening  in 
faulty  containers.  pp\l5894-5 


8. 


( 


7.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  McClellan  urged  that  retaliatory  action  be  taken  unless  the 
European  Common  Market  reduces  the  import  duties  on  U.  S.  poultry  and  stated 
that  we  must  make  certain  that  the  Common  Market  does  not  export  more  to  the 
United  States  while  protecting^ts  own  ipnustries  and  agriculture,  p.  15901 


auT  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to 
prohibit  foreign  aid  assistance  to  any 
after  passage  of  the  bill,  take  steps 
its\jregi^try  from  trading  with  Cuba. 


FOREIGN  AIDa  Sen.  Stennis  submitt < 
the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill 
country  which  does  not,  within  60 
to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  und^ 
p.  15891 

Sen.  Keating  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the  foreign 
aid  authorization  bill  to  prohibit  foreignNaid  assistance  to  any  country 
which  engages  in  propaganda' against  the  U.  s\or  any  country  receiving  foreign 
aid  from  the  U.  S.  pp.  1^891-2 


LEGISLATIVE  PROCESS.  TKe  Rules  and  Administratioifc^Jommittee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  Res.  89,  to  require  germaneness  in  Senate 
debate;  S.  Res.  111/j  to  permit  committees  to  meet  wnile  the  Senate  is  in 
session  until  the/end  of  the  morning  hour;  S.  Res.  78\  to  permit  former 
Presidents  to  speak  on  the  Senate  floor;  and  S.  Con.  Re^.  1,  to  establish  a 
Joint  Committees  on  Organization  of  Congress,  p.  D706 


10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  stated  that  the  DefenseNDepartment 

appropriation  bill  may  be  considered  sometime  during  debate  ofci  the  nuclear 
test  ban/treaty,  pp.  15895-6 


HOUSE 


RESEARCH.  By  a  vote  of  336  to  0,  agreed  to  without  amendment,  H.  Res\504,  to 


:eate  a  select  committee  of  nine  Members  of  the  House  to  conduct  an  ilwesti- 
'gation  of  Federal  research  programs,  with  special  attention  to  the  overall 
total  amount  of  expenditures  on  research  programs,  research  costs  of  various 
agencies,  amounts  expended  by  agencies  in  grants  and  contracts  for  researc 
to  colleges  and  private  industry,  and  present  facilities  for  coordinating 
research  programs,  including  grants  to  colleges  and  universities.  The 
following  members  were  appointed  to  the  committee:  Reps.  Elliott  (Chairman), 


p: 


Wednesday,  September  11,  1963. 


Daily  Digest 


HIGfilJGHTS 

Senate  debated  Nuclear  Test  Ban  Treaty. 


Senate 


Chamber  Attion 


Routine  Proceeding,  pages  15888-15906 

Bills  Introduced:  Four  bdls  and  three  resolutions  were 
introduced  as  follows:  S.  2^27-2140;  S.J.  Res.  118;  and 

S.  Res.  I94-I95.  \  Pages  15889-15890 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  niade  as  follows: 

H.R.  82,  to  amend  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  so  as  to 
provide  for  the  reimbursement  orVertain  vessel  con¬ 
struction  expenses,  with  minority  views  (S.  Rept.  486) ; 

S.  1952,  relating  to  acquiring  Government-insured 
mortgages  on  housing  at  NASA  and  AEOspistallations, 
with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  487) ; 

S.  Res.  182,  authorizing  an  additional  $15,6^0  for  ex¬ 
penditure  by  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pubftc  Wel¬ 
fare  (S.  Rept.  488); 

S.  Con.  Res.  58,  to  print  additional  copies  of  the  h’ 
ings  on  the  Nuclear  Test  Ban  Treaty  (S.  Rept.  489) ; 

S.  Res.  190,  to  print  as  a  Senate  document  additional 
copies  of  committee  print  entitled  “The  Ambassador 
and  the  Problem  of  Coordination”  (S.  Rept.  49c 
S.  Res.  193,  to  print  additional  copies  of  certain  hear¬ 
ings  entitled  “Castro  Network  in  the  U.S /  (S.  Rept. 
49i); 

H.  Con.  Res.  203,  to  print  as  a  House  document  addi¬ 
tional  copies  of  a  study  entitled  “Th^Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  Education”  (S.  Rept.  492). 

H.  Con.  Res.  212,  to  print  asr  a.  House  document 
selected  excerpts  relating  to  t Le  1963-64  national  col¬ 
lege  debate  topic,  compiled  byrhe  Legislative  Reference 
Service  (S.  Rept.  493) ; 

S.  Res.  194-195,  authorising  payment  of  gratuities  to 
survivors  of  two  deceased  Senate  employees  (no  written 

reports).  /  Page  15889 

Medical  Educating  Senate  made  the  following  modi¬ 
fications  in  its  unanimous  consent  agreement  entered 
into  on  Tuesday,  September  10,  respecting  debate  limi¬ 
tation  in  consideration  of  H.R.  12,  proposed  Health 
Professions/Educational  Assistance  Act  of  1963:  The 
bill  will  Wt  laid  before  Senate  for  consideration  at  noon 
Thursday,  September  12,  and  an  amendment  by  Sena¬ 
tor  Dvits  will  be  considered  to  be  in  order  when  offered 
ev©6  diough  it  may  be  nongermane.  Page  1 5895 


Nuclear  Test  Ban  Treaty:  Senate  debated  question  of 
adoption  of  resolution  of  ratification  of  Nuclear  Test 
Ban  Treaty  (Ex.  M,  88th^Cong.,  1st  sess.). 

Pages  15906-15936 

Senate  Program:  Majority  leader  announced  that  the 
next  bill  possibly  to  be  considered  while  the  Nuclear 
Test  Ban  Treatv^s  before  the  Senate  is  H.R.  7179,  De¬ 
fense  appropriations,  in  event  this  can  be  done  without 
too  much  time  being  taken  from  consideration  of  the 
treaty.  Ha^lso  stated  there  is  a  very  real  possibility  the 
Senate  Wil  be  in  session  on  Saturday,  September  14,  for 
furthemiebate  on  the  treaty.  pa9es  i5895-i  5896 

Confirmations: 

\wwe  confirmed. 


Numerous  postmaster  nominations 

Page  15940 

ominations:  Numerous  Marine  Corps  nominations 
were  received.  Page  15939 

Program  for  Thursday:  Senate  met  at  noon  and  ad¬ 
journed  at  6:44  p.m.  until  noon  Thursday,  September 
2,  when  it  will  consider  under  debate  limitation  agree- 
nt  H.R.  12,  medical  education  bill.  Pages  15895, 15939 

Comniittee  Meetings 

{Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

APPROPRIATIONS— AGRICULTURE 

Committee  on  Appropriations :  Subcommittee,  in  exec¬ 
utive  session,  approved  for  full  committee  consideration 
with  amendments  H.R.  6754,  fiscal  1964  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  related  agencies. 

The  full  committee  will  meet  tomorrow  in  executive 
session  to  consider  this  bill. 

APPROPRIATIONS— COMS4JERCE 

Committee  on  Appropriations:^* ubcommittee  resumed 
its  hearings  on  H.R.  7063,  fiscal  1964  appropriations  for 
the  Departments  of  State,  Justice,  aftd  Commerce,  and 
the  Judiciary,  with  testimony  in  behalnof  funds  for  their 
Department  from  Under  Secretary  Franklin  D.  Roose¬ 
velt,  Jr.,  and  Herbert  W.  Klotz,  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Administration,  both  of  the  Commerce  Department. 
Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 
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RATIONAL  PARKS 


Cobrmittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Public 
Lanas  Subcommittee,  in  executive  session,  approved  for 
full  committee  consideration  S.  16,  to  establish  Ozarks 
Nation  aNRi  vers,  Mo.  (amended).  Subcommittee  ta¬ 
bled  S.  986/Sp  establish  Prairie  National  Park,  in  Kansas. 

Prior  to  trn^  action,  in  open  session,  subcommittee 
held  hearings  ohS.  503  and  H.R.  4152,  authorizing  addi¬ 
tion  of  certain  donated  lands  to  the  administrative  head¬ 
quarters  site,  Isle  Kr)Yale  National  Park,  Mich.,  with 
testimony  from  FranNHarrison,  National  Park  Service, 
and  Henry  Schmidt,  superintendent  of  Isle  Royale  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  both  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS 


Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  ^Committee  resumed  its 
hearings  on  S.  1731  and  S.  1750,  proposed  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  1963,  receiving  further  testimony  from  Attorney 
General  Robert  F.  Kennedy. 

Hearings  were  recessed  subject  to  call\f  the  Chair. 


DRUGS 


Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  The  Antitrust  ami  Monop¬ 
oly  Subcommittee  met  in  executive  session  to  consider 
the  matter  of  the  selling  of  drugs  in  Latin  America 
under  generic  names,  and  agreed  to  allow  subpenaVis- 
sued  to  seven  drug  companies  to  remain  outstandir 
until  December  2, 1963. 


EDUCATION 


Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare :  Subcommh 
tee  on  Education,  in  executive  session,  approved  for  foil 
committee  consideration  with  amendments  H.R.A955> 
authorizing  Federal  grants  to  States  for  assistance  in 
improving  vocational  education  programs. 


MANPOWER 


Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare:  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Employment  and  Manpower  /esumed  its  hear¬ 
ings  on  manpower  problems — sociabroots  of  unemploy¬ 
ment,  receiving  testimony  from  Representative  Gonza¬ 
lez  ;  Dean  Arthur  Larson,  professor  of  law  and  director, 
World  Rule  of  Law  Center,  Emke  University,  who  di¬ 
rected  his  remarks  to  employment  problems  of  older 
workers;  and  Dionicio  Morales,  Council  of  Mexican- 
American  Affairs,  Picor  Rivera,  Calif.,  who  directed 
his  remarks  to  employment  problems  of  Mexican- 
Americans. 

Hearings  contipOe  tomorrow. 


CLEAN  AIR 


Committee Jbn  Public  Works:  Special  Subcommittee  on 
Air  and  VPater  Pollution  concluded  its  current  series  of 
hearing*  on  S.  432,  to  extend  and  strengthen  the  Federal 
air  pollution  control  program,  after  receiving  testimony 
froofi  Senator  Neuberger;  Dr.  Myron  B.  Anthony, 
mufacturing  Chemists’  Association;  Samuel  S.  John¬ 


son,  National  Association  of  Manufacturers;  Erwin  E. 
Schulze,  American  Iron  &  Steel  Institute;  Joseph  W/ 
Mullan,  National  Coal  Association;  Dr.  Frederic 
Burke,  Washington,  D.C.;  David  P.  Buckson,  attorney 
general,  Delaware,  who  submitted  a  statement;  Dr. 
Merideth  Thompson,  representing  Conference/of  State 
Sanitary  Engineers;  Eugene  A.  Sloane,  Detroit,  editor 
of  Air  Engineering  magazine;  and  Ed\y(rd  Sargent, 
Incinerator  Institute  of  America. 


COMMITTEE  BUSINESS 


Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration:  Committee, 
in  executive  session,  ordered  farorably  reported  S.  Res. 
182,  authorizing  an  additional $15,000  for  expenditure 
by  die  Committee  on  Labor /id  Public  Welfare;  S.  Con. 
Res.  58,  to  print  additionajtcopies  of  the  hearings  on  the 
Nuclear  Test  Ban  Treaty;  S.  Res.  190,  to  print  as  a  Sen¬ 
ate  document  additional  copies  of  committee  print  en¬ 
titled  “The  Ambaspraor  and  the  Problem  of  Coordina¬ 
tion”;  S.  Res.  193/to  print  additional  copies  of  certain 
hearings  entitlec^Castro  Network  in  the  U.S.”;  H.  Con. 
Res.  203,  to  pi/it  as  a  House  document  additional  copies 
of  a  study  entitled  “The  Federal  Government  and  Edu¬ 
cation”;  H;  Con.  Res.  212,  to  print  as  a  House  document 
selectecbexcerpts  relating  to  the  1963-64  national  college 
debate'  topic,  compiled  by  the  Legislative  Reference 
Sendee;  S.  Con.  Res.  1,  to  establish  a  Joint  Committee 
ojt  the  Organization  of  Congress  (with  an  amendment 
the  nature  of  a  substitute) ;  S.  Res.  89,  to  amend  Sen¬ 
ate  rule  VIII  so  as  to  require  that  3  hours  each  day  the 
late  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  be  germane  to  the 
pending  business  (amended);  S.  Res.  111,  to  amend 
SenatK.  rule  XXV  so  as  to  permit  committees  to  meet 
while  the  Senate  is  in  session  until  the  end  of  the  morn¬ 
ing  hour }VS.  Res.  78,  to  permit  former  Presidents  of  the 
United  Stares  to  have  the  privilege  of  speaking  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  (amended) ;  two  original  resolutions  ( 
authorizing  payment  of  gratuities  to  survivors  of  two 
deceased  Senate  employees;  and  an  original  resolution 
relating  to  request  dV  the  U.S.  Capitol  Historical  Society 
for  permission  to  ma\^  a  photograph  of  the  Senate  in 
session. 


JOINT  ADVERTISING  B\  RETAILERS 


Select  Committee  on  Small  Business:  Committee  began 
a  series  of  hearings  on  the  protHem  of  allowing  small 
retailers  jointly  to  publish  advertising  which  includes 
the  prices  of  their  products.  Witnesses  heard  were  Paul 
Rand  Dixon,  Chairman,  Federal  Trade  Commission; 
Herman  Nolari,  chairman  of  the  boarck  McKesson  & 
Robbins,  New  York;  M.  W.  Armistead  *11,  Roanoke 
Times  and  World  News,  and  chairman  of  ANPA  Fed¬ 
eral  Laws  Committee,  Roanoke,  Va.;  Roland  Hicks, 
professor  of  marketing  and  advertising,  Ferris  Institute, 
Big  Rapids,  Mich.;  and  E.  B.  Weiss,  special  merchandis¬ 
ing  service,  Doyle,  Dane,  Bernback,  Inc.,  New  York. 

Hearings  were  recessed  subject  to  call. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Mc¬ 
Carthy  submitted  surplus  reduction!  payments  amendment  to  dairy  bill.  Sens.  Young 
and  Russell  submitted  for  printing  reports  on  USDA  research  on  nutrition  and  new 
uses  for  farm  products.  Sen.  >(cCarthy  inserted  Secretary's  speech  at  first  farmer 
yeeting,  Sen.  Hart  inserte<^David  Bell's  statement  defending  foreign  aid  program, 
^ep.  Cannon  noted  possibili/fy  of  less  appropriated  fundss^this  year  than  last  year. 

SENATE 


1,  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  6754  (S.  Rept.  497) (p.  15973).  Attached  to 
this  Digest  is  a  copy  of  the  committee  report,  which  explains  the  committee 
actions. 


2.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen.  McCarthy  (for  himself  and  Sens.  Neuberger  and  McGovern) 
submi^red  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  S,  1915,  the  Proxmire  dairy 
bill/which  he  stated  would  provide  for  a  voluntary  program  of  surplus  re- 
duc^on  payments  on  milk,  to  be  effective  until  April  1,  1965.  He  stated  that 
USOA  figures  on  his  proposal  show  that  it  would  reduce  Government  costsNby 
fil  million,  cut  the  surplus  of  milk  by  over  50  percent,  and  increase  theVnet 
income  of  dairy  farmers  by  $150  million,  pp.  15975-7 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  McCarthy  commended  Secretary  Freeman's  plan  to  undertake  \ 
a  series  of  13  report  and  review  meetings  with  farmers  and  other  rural  citizens 


-  2  - 


across  the  Nation  and  inserted  the  Secretary’s  address  at  the  first  meeting 
held  in  Worthington,  Minn.,  Sept.  8.  pp,  15996-8 


4.  RESEARCH.  Agreed  to  resolutions  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  providing  for 
they printing  as  Senate  documents  reports  of  this  Department,  "Proposed/fcrogram 
for  Expanding  Research  in  Food  and  Nutrition”  (S.  Doc.  35)  and  ’’Strengthening 
Research  on  Utilization  of  Agricultural  Commodities”  (S.  Doc.  34) ./  pp. 

15973,  15977-8 


5.  NUCLEAR  TEST\BAN  TREATY.  Continued  debate  on  ratification  of  t) 
ban  treaty.  \pp.  15968-71,  15992,  16001-28 


nuclear  test 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  SeH.  Hart  inserted  an  article  by  David  E.  Be^L,  Administrator  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Development,  defending  the  ^foreign  aid  program 
against  recent  criticism,  pp.  15981-3 

Sen.  Church  urge a\t hat  foreign  aid  be  discontinued/to  South  Vietnam  unless 
the  present  Government^ changes  some  of  its  policiesy  pp.  15946-7 


7.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  wi^n  amendments  S.  Con.  Res.  19, ' 
to  designate  ’’bourbon  whiskey”  a  distinctive  product  of  the  United  States  (S. 
Rept.  496).  p.  15973 


8.  GRANTS -IN -AID.  Sens*  Nelson  ano\Proxmire  w/^re  added  as  cosponsors  of  S.  2114, 
to  provide  for  periodic  Congressional  reylew  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  States 
and  local  governmental  units,  p.  \597f 


9.  B&LANCE-OF- PAYMENTS.  Sen.  Javits  exn&ssed  concern  over  the  balance-of-payments 


problem  and  inserted  two  items  on  tne  natter,  pp.  15985-6 


10.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Metcalf  criticized  the  proposal  of  the  Montana  Power  Co. 
for  construction  of  dams  on  thr4  Flathead  RlVer,  Mont,,  stating  that  the  company 
’’charges  exorbitant  rates  and  ships  its  millions  of  dollars  in  annual  over¬ 
charges  to  the  out-of-stats'  stockholders.”  ppk  15986-7 


11.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Sparkman  li^ged  an  increase  in  the  authorizations  for  the  Housing  ^ 
and  Home  Finance  Agenpy  to  make  loans  for  housing  rt?r  the  elderly,  pp. 

15989-90 


12.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  CSC  Chairman  Macy’s  address  dealing  with  equal 
opportunity  for/the  handicapped  under  the  merit  system.  vp.  15998-16001 


HOUSE 


13.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Rep.  Cannon  analyzed  the  budgetary  situation,  iWed  efforts 
to  balance  the  budget,  and  noted  the  possibility  of  less  funds  be^ng  appro- 
priatejo  this  year  than  last  year.  pp.  16048-50 


14.  LEGISLATIVE  ORGANIZATION.  Rep.  Steed  expressed  his  concern  that  the  pttjposed 
study  of  congressional  organization,  as  recently  approved  by  the  Senate^Rules 
?ommittee,  might  result  in  destruction  of  certain  prerogatives  of  the  Ho^e. 
p.  16031 


f5.  SHIPPING.  Rep,  Rogers  (Fla.)  urged  passage  of  H.  R.  7687,  to  close  U.S.  portj 
to  any  country  which  allows  its  ships  to  go  into  Cuba.  pp.  16031-2 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED  AGEN¬ 
CIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964 

I  - 

September  12,  1963. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


,  ' 

Mr.  Holland,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  6754] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  6754)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes,  report  the  same  to  the  Senate  with  various  amend¬ 
ments  and  present  herewith  information  relative  to  the  changes  made: 

^Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House  (direct  appropria¬ 


tions) _ $5,979,457,000 

Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  67,  281,  340 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  6,  046,  738,  340 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1963 _  6,  007,  599,  910 

Amount  of  estimates  for  1964 _  6,  368,  755,  000 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate: 

Over  the  appropriations  for  1963 _  39,  138,  430 

Under  the  estimates  for  1964 _  322,  016,  660 


99-010 


2 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  19  64 


General  Statement 

The  Senate  committee  bill  is  in  the  amount  of  $6,046,738,340,  an 
increase  of  $67,281,340  over  the  House  bill,  and  is  $322,016,660  under 
the  budget  estimate,  and  $39,138,430  over  1963  appropriations. 

The  hill  includes  $1,618,461,340  for  general  activities  and  credit 
agencies  of  the  Department  under  titles  I  and  II.  This  is  an  increase 
of  $73,380,580  over  1963,  an  increase  of  $34,998,340  over  the  House 
bill,  and  $22,016,660  under  the  budget  estimates. 

Under  titles  III  and  IV  of  the  bill  are  carried  the  appropriations 
authorized  by  various  laws  to  be  made  to  (1)  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  losses  incurred  for  regular  price  support  activ¬ 
ities,  and  (2)  to  reimburse  the  Corporation  for  the  cost  of  the  foreign 
assistance  programs,  including  the  various  titles  under  Public  Law  * 
480,  as  amended;  the  International  Wheat  Agreement;  and  for  the  fj 
cost  of  bartered  materials  for  the  supplemental  stockpile. 

The  amounts  recommended  in  the  budget  estimate,  amounts  carried 
in  the  House  bill,  and  amounts  recommended  by  the  committee  are 
shown  below,  by  titles  of  the  bill: 


Summary  of  the  bill  by  titles 


Title 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1964 

House  bill, 
1964 

Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  1964 

Senate  com¬ 
mittee  (+)  or 
(— )  budget 
estimate 

Title  I — General  activities _ 

Title  II — Credit  agencies _ 

Title  III — Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  and  Federal  Crop  Insurance 
Corporation: 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized 

losses _ _ _ _ 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion _ 

$1, 582, 417, 000 
58, 061, 000 

$1, 530, 934, 000 
52, 529, 000 

$1, 562, 957, 340 
55, 504, 000 

— $19,  459, 660 
-2, 557, 000 

2, 799, 400, 000 

7, 210, 000 

2, 500, 000, 000 

6,950,000 

2, 699, 400, 000 

7, 210, 000 

-100, 000, 000 

Total,  Corporations _ 

Title  IV — Foreign  assistance  programs: 
Public  Law  480: 

Sales  for  local  currency. . . 

Emergency  famine  relief _ 

Long-term  supply  contracts _ 

Total,  Public  Law  480 _ 

International  Wheat  Agreement _ 

Bartered  materials  for  supple¬ 
mental  stockpile _ 

2, 806, 610, 000 

2, 506, 950, 000 

2, 706, 610, 000 

-100, 000, 000 

1, 452, 000, 000 
215, 451,000 
79, 000, 000 

1, 452, 000, 000 
215, 451,000 
52, 515, 000 

1, 252, 000, 000 
215,451,000 
79, 000, 000 

-200, 000, 000 

1, 746, 451, 000 
92, 356, 000 

82, 860, 000 

1,  719, 966, 000 
86, 218, 000 

82, 860, 000 

1,  646, 451, 000 
92, 356, 000 

82, 860, 000 

-200,000,000 

Total,  title  IV . . 

Title  V — Related  agencies: 

Farm  Credit  Administration _ 

Grand  total . 

1,921,667,000 

(2, 785, 000) 

1, 889, 044, 000 

(2, 785, 000) 

1,721,667,000 

(2, 785, 000) 

-200, 000, 000 

6, 368, 755, 000 

5,  979, 457, 000 

6, 046, 738, 340 

-322, 016, 660 

The  Importance  of  Agriculture  to  the  Nation 

The  functions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  which  this  bill 
makes  appropriations,  have  an  impact  on  all  aspects — both  domestic 
and  foreign — of  the  economy  of  our  country.  The  international 
aspects  include  foreign  assistance  programs  which  are  a  vital  segment 
of  our  Nation’s  foreign  policy.  American  agriculture  contributes  to 
the  economic  development  of  less  developed  countries  abroad.  It 
provides  food  for  hungry  people,  and  it  improves  our  balance-of-pay- 
ments  position. 
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Programs  administered  by  the  Department  include  food  distribu¬ 
tion,  investment  in  REA  and  FHA  loans,  improvement  of  agricultural 
resources,  research  and  education,  inspection,  grading,  and  other 
marketing  services,  disease  and  pest  control,  protection  of  soil  and 
water  resources,  and  farm  programs  for  the  stabilization  of  farm 
income. 

The  problem  of  growth  is  the  central  economic  problem  of  our  time. 
This  country  provides  an  outstanding  example  of  what  an  efficient 
agriculture  can  do  for  the  economic  growth  of  a  country.  Our  history 
reveals  seven  contributions  of  major  importance  to  economic  growth: 
The  release  of  workers  to  industry,  lowering  of  food  costs  relative  to 
income,  and  expanding  markets  for  industrial  goods,  large  earnings 
from  exports  of  farm  products,  sustained  output  during  economic  de¬ 
pression,  the  meeting  of  wartime  demands  for  food  and  fiber,  and 
assistance  to  the  economic  development  of  other  countries.  American 
agriculture  will  continue  to  play  a  significant  role  in  the  economic 
growth  of  our  Nation.  Furthermore,  American  agriculture  in  the 
years  to  come  will  almost  certainly  make  further  dynamic  contribu¬ 
tions  to  world  development  and  economic  growth — -particularly  in  the 
emerging  countries  abroad.  Many  of  them  are  still  more  agricultural 
than  we  were  a  hundred  years  ago.  At  that  time  about  two-thirds 
of  our  people  lived  on  farms,  compared  with  less  than  10  percent  today. 

The  fact  that  1  farmworker  produces  enough  farm  products  to 
supply  himself  and  26  others  now,  compared  to  only  enough  for  himself 
and  3%  others  a  century  ago,  illustrates  the  dramatic  increase  in  the 
productivity  of  American  farms  and  American  farmers.  This  pro¬ 
ductivity  makes  it  possible  for  us  to  be  the  best  fed  people  in  the  world 
and  still  spend  less  than  20  percent  of  our  disposable  income  for  food. 

Despite  agriculture’s  outstanding  success  in  terms  of  efficient  pro¬ 
duction,  the  benefits  of  our  agricultural  progress  still  need  to  be 
translated  into  improved  incomes  to  farm  families.  Much  of  the 
increase  in  agricultural  production  has  been  achieved  through  increased 
farm  investment  and  purchase  of  nonfarm  production  goods.  Farm 
production  expenses  continue  to  take  an  increasingly  larger  proportion 
of  the  farmer’s  gross  income.  Thus  farmers  are  increasingly  vulnerable 
to  the  “cost-price  squeeze”  that  results  from  persistent  increases  in 
prices  they  pay  for  the  goods  and  services  they  buy,  while  prices  the 
farmer  receives  for  his  products  remain  relatively  stable.  With  prices 
received  averaging  around  80  percent  of  the  parity  index  in  recent 
years,  farmers  have  been  forced  to  produce  and  sell  consistently 
larger  quantities  in  an  effort  to  maintain  their  net  income— a  modern- 
day  example  of  the  need  to  run  faster  and  faster  to  stay  in  the  same 
place. 

One  of  the  great  illusions  which  exists  today  is  that  farmers  are 
the  sole  beneficiaries  of  programs  of  agricultural  research,  education, 
and  technical  assistance.  It’s  true  that  farmers  could  not  afford  to 
be  without  the  increasing  productive  efficiency  that  stems  in  large 
measure  from  these  programs,  and  the  farmers  who  adopt  new  methods 
gain  a  temporary  advantage.  But  in  the  last  analysis,  all  of  the 
American  people  benefit  from  the  abundant  supplies  of  high  quality 
foods  and  other  farm  products  available  to  them  at  reasonable  prices. 
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The  Agricultural  Research  Program 


The  program  of  agricultural  research  has  developed  over  the  past 
100  years.  It  is  a  partnership  arrangement  of  Federal,  State,  and 
industry  research  covering  a  wide  range  of  research  programs,  includ¬ 
ing  production,  nutrition,  new  and  improved  uses  for  agricultural 
commodities,  economic  research,  entomology,  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  related  research  investigations.  The  success  of  this  long¬ 
term  joint  research  effort  has  made  our  agricultural  technology 
preeminent  in  the  world  today.  Under  this  nationally  oriented  and 
centrally  directed  and  coordinated  research  program,  the  Department 
works  in  close  harmony  with  the  States  to  meet  present  and  future 
research  needs  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  a  healthy  and  vigorous 
agricultural  industry.  Within  this  bill  are  carried  the  appropriations  * 
for  the  various  research  program  activities  of  the  Department  and  for  C 
the  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations. 

Within  the  Department,  there  is  assigned  to  the  Administrator  of 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service  the  responsibility  for  coordinating 
the  research  programs  of  the  Department.  The  Research  Adminis¬ 
trator  utilizes  a  research  council,  comprised  of  key  research  agency 
officials,  to  assist  him  in  discharging  his  assigned  responsibilities  for 
research  coordination.  Research  project  proposals  are  submitted  by 
the  appropriate  agency  for  approval  of  the  research  coordinator. 
Since  it  was  established  in  1948,  the  central  project  office  has  served 
as  the  coordination  center  for  project  clearance  and  control  for  the 
various  research  agencies  within  the  Department.  This  system  of 
coordination  appears  to  function  adequately,  but  there  is  a  continuing 
need  for  improvement,  in  clarifying  the  research  objectives  among 
research  agencies  and  for  improving  the  coordination  and  correlation 
of  research  program  activities  within  the  Department. 

The  national  agricultural  research  program  needs  to  be  strengthened 
to  meet  the  future  needs  of  agriculture  and  of  our  growing  population. 
Better  means  must  be  found  for  controlling  diseases  and  coping  with 
insect  pests.  Deficiencies  in  our  knowledge  of  human  nutrition  have 
become  apparent  and  are  in  need  of  accelerated  research  investigation. 
Much  greater  emphasis  needs  to  be  put  upon  developing  new  uses 
for  commodities  and  for  the  development  of  substitute  crops.  Many 
soil  and  water  research  problems  remain  unsolved.  More  emphasis 
needs  to  be  placed  upon  the  marketing,  storage,  and  handling  of 
agricultural  commodities  as  they  move  from  the  producer  into  con¬ 
sumer  hands.  Accelerated  research  in  these  and  other  areas  will 
produce  the  answers  which  are  needed  to  improve  the  efficiency  of 
agricultural  production,  and  to  develop  new  uses  for  surplus  crops, 
as  well  as  to  provide  new  processing  methods  and  product  develop¬ 
ment  opportunities  for  all  agricultural  commodities. 

Specifically,  the  committee  believes  that  every  effort  should  be 
made  by  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  in  collaboration  with  the 
land-grant  colleges,  to  strengthen  the  systematic  and  continuous 
review  of  the  research  programs,  including  project  reviews,  to  make 
certain  that  worthwhile  projects  are  undertaken  and  that  current 
project  investigations  are  phased  out  upon  completion  or  discontinued 
when  they  show  no  useful  results.  It  is  evident  that  there  is  further 
need  to  refine  the  classification  of  research  programs  as  between 
Federal  and  State  programs  in  order  that  there  be  a  similar  classifi- 
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cation  of  the  subject-matter  fields  of  research  between  Federal  and 
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State  programs  for  more  accurate  reporting  of  the  scope  of  research 
by  types  and  the  expenditures  by  major  classifications.  A  better 
and  more  consistent  classification  of  research  activity  should  also 
result  in  more  efficient  use  of  personnel  and  research  facilities,  and  in 
the  orderly  redirection  of  research  activity. 

The  Federal  effort  is  devoted  primarily  to  research  problems  of 
national  and  regional  nature,  with  the  State  programs  concentrating 
upon  intrastate,  and  some  regional  projects.  The  Federal  Depart¬ 
ment’s  research  activity  embodies  273  different  locations  and  the 
States  have  a  total  of  421  locations.  At  many  of  these  locations, 
both  Federal  and  State  employees  are  working  together  in  joint 
endeavor.  Many  of  the  Federal,  and  undoubtedly  some  of  the 
State,  facilities  are  inadequate  or  outmoded  to  serve  present  and 
future  research  requirements.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
IP  modernization  and  expansion  of  research  facilities  are  of  importance 
and  should  proceed  in  an  orderly  and  systematic  fashion.  Most 
research  programs  are  of  long-term  duration,  and  it  is  usually  more 
efficient  and  less  costly  to  provide  adequate  central  facilities  where  a 
concerted  program  can  be  undertaken  than  to  disperse  funds  to  a 
number  of  locations  with  resultant  inefficiency  and  lack  of  proper 
coordination.  In  recent  years,  the  Congress  has  provided  the  funds 
for  new  or  modernized  research  facilities  to  intensify  research  in  en¬ 
tomology,  soil  and  water  conservation,  livestock,  poultry  diseases, 
and  for  other  purposes.  Additional  facilities  are  urgently  needed 
to  strengthen  these  and  other  programs  to  carry  forward  the  long¬ 
term  agricultural  research  program  activities. 

The  committee  believes  that  a  modest  expansion  of  research  con¬ 
tracts  and  grants  should  be  undertaken  as  a  supplement  to  the  exist¬ 
ing  research  programs  carried  out  by  the  Department  and  by  the 
State  experiment  stations.  Contracts  and  grants  should  be  limited 
to  specific  needs  of  a  short-term  nature  where  such  contracts  can  be 
undertaken  by  qualified  organizations  or  agencies  without  setting 
into  motion  a  further  competition  for  the  limited  supply  of  qualified 
^scientists,  such  as  has  already  occurred  in  other  Government  research 
|P  program  activities. 

The  committee  requests  each  research  agency  of  the  Department  to 
provide  it  with  a  resume  on  research  contracts  or  grants  entered  into 
beginning  with  fiscal  year  1964.  This  summary  shall  set  forth  the 
following:  Name  and  location  of  contractor  or  grantee;  term  and  cost 
of  contract  or  grant;  demonstrated  research  capability  of  contractor 
or  grantee;  extent  of  present  research  staff  and  salaries  paid;  expendi¬ 
tures  for  and  source  of  any  additional  research  specialists  required  to 
conduct  the  contract  or  grant,  including  the  annual  salaries  proposed 
for  such  personnel;  the  requirements  in  the  contract  for  progress 
reporting  by  the  contractor  and  provision  made  for  a  final  report  on 
research  results;  the  estimated  cost  to  the  agency  and  to  the  contractor 
for  administrative  and  technical  support  costs;  requirements  in  the 
contract  for  disposition  of  facilities  or  equipment  purchased  by  the 
contractor  in  order  to  perform  the  contract;  together  with  related 
pertinent  information. 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the  portion  of  research  funds  used 
for  administrative  and  program  support  costs.  These  costs  should  be 
held  to  the  minimum  consistent  with  efficient  research  management. 
The  committee  requests  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  obtain  infor¬ 
mation  on  the  administrative  and  program  support  costs  in  the 
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Department  of  Agriculture  and  in  the  land-grant  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  and  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations.  He  is  re¬ 
quested  to  report  on  his  findings  on  such  costs,  including  research 
conducted  by  contracts  and  grants,  to  the  committee  by  next 
January  31.  The  Secretary  is  also  requested  to  report  upon  the  im¬ 
pact  that  pending  legislative  authorizations  for  accelerated  soil  and 
water  research  may  have  upon  the  existing  research  programs  of  the 
Department  and  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations. 

TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

RESEARCH 


1963  appropriations _  $88,  182,  550 

1964  budget  estimate _  90,  554,  000 

House  bill _  94,  445,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  91,  811,  700 


This  agency  is  responsible  for  the  coordination  of  research  within  the 
Department  and  is  the  principal  research  agency  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  Research  programs  include  (a)  farm  research 
on  crops  and  livestock,  their  diseases  and  pests,  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation,  and  agricultural  engineering;  ( b )  utilization  research  and 
development;  (c)  nutrition  and  consumer  use  research;  and  ( d ) 
oversea  research  under  authority  of  sections  104  (a)  and  (k)  of  Public 
Law  480,  as  amended.  The  latter  program  is  financed  under  a  sepa¬ 
rate  appropriation  head. 

An  appropriation  of  $91,811,700  is  recommended  for  this  item.  The 
amount  recommended  is  $3,629,150  over  the  1963  appropriation  and 
is  $1,257,700  over  the  budget  estimate,  and  $2,633,300  under  the 
amount  recommended  in  the  House  bill. 

The  House  bill  consolidated  the  appropriation  requested  in  the 
budget  estimate  for  "Marketing  research”  and  "Construction  of | 
facilities”  under  the  Agricultural  Research  Service.  The  committee 
does  not  concur  in  the  action  by  the  House  and  has  restored  these 
amounts,  totaling  $6,550,000,  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
as  recommended  by  the  Department. 

The  House  committee  proposal  was  predicated  upon  an  improve¬ 
ment  in  research  efficiency  bv  closer  coordination.  Under  depart¬ 
mental  administrative  regulations  (ch.  2,  sec.  3,  115),  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  is  currently  assigned  the 
function  of  research  coordination  for  all  research  agencies  within  the 
Department.  This  coordination  responsibility  includes  the  examina¬ 
tion  and  analysis  of  proposed,  and  ongoing  research,  the  review  and 
approval  of  projects  or  proposals  prior  to  their  initiation,  together 
with  providing  advice  and  in  consulting  with  heads  of  Department 
research  agencies  on  program  planning.  He  also  has  the  responsibility 
to  report  upon  research  and  to  make  recommendations  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  departmental  research  programs. 

The  committee  believes  that  greater  emphasis  should  be  given  to 
the  coordination  of  specific  commodity  research  programs.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  all  research  dealing  with  the  effect  of  machines  upon  cotton 
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fiber  should  be  better  coordinated  and  the  results  of  independent  re¬ 
search  investigations  by  project  workers  at  different  locations  should 
be  better  correlated.  The  Department  has  advised  the  committee 
that  it  has  undertaken  a  review  of  closely  allied  research  activities 
and  will  report  on  its  findings  and  make  its  recommendations  to  the 
respective  Committees  on  Appropriations. 

The  committee  has  recommended  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$2,178,450  for  pay  costs,  of  which  $938,000  had  been  denied  by  the 
House.  An  increased  appropriation  of  $1,445,000  is  recommended  to 
staff  and  operate  farm  research  laboratories  recently  constructed. 
This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  $245,000 
over  the  amount  in  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  has  provided  $177,500  of  the  budget  increase  of 
$308,000  to  accelerate  hydrology  research  in  the  four  watersheds 
where  this  research  is  already  underway.  This  item  had  been  denied 
by  the  House. 

An  increase  in  appropriation  of  $300,000  is  provided  for  animal 
parasite  research,  and  protection  methods  to  control  against  intro¬ 
duction  of  foot-and-mouth  disease  and  African  swine  fever.  This 
is  a  partial  restoration  of  the  budget  request,  $510,000,  of  which 
$200,000  was  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  by  the  House  to  deny  increases 
requested  in  the  budget  of  $103,000  for  research  on  insect  taxonomy 
and  $755,000  for  a  food  consumption  survey.  The  committee  ap¬ 
proves  budget  reductions  of  $2,928,000  below  the  1963  amount  for 
laboratory  construction  amounting  to  $2,780,000  and  $148,000  sav¬ 
ings  due  to  installation  of  centralized  personnel  data  and  payrolling. 

The  committee  has  given  careful  consideration  to  the  numerous 
proposals  made  to  it  to  initiate  and  to  accelerate  research.  It  recom¬ 
mends  a  total  increase  of  $2,456,200  for  several  items  for  which  in¬ 
creases  are  recommended.  The  respective  amounts  and  purposes  of 
the  increase  for  each  item  is  briefly  described  below: 

(1)  For  the  partial  equipping  and  initial  staffing  of  the  metabolism 
and  irradiation  laboratory  at  Fargo,  N.  Dak.,  an  appropriation  of 
$960,000  is  included.  The  President’s  Science  Advisory  Committee 
in  its  report  dated  May  15,  1963,  on  the  “Use  of  Pesticides”  recom¬ 
mended  that  extended  research  be  undertaken  on  the  metabolism  of 
compounds  in  insects,  plants,  and  higher  animals  and  the  development 
of  safer,  more  specific,  and  less  persistent  pesticide  chemicals.  The 
committee  is  advised  that  this  laboratory  will  be  ready  for  occupancy 
early  next  year  and  believes  that  the  Department  is  fortunate  in 
having  a  new  laboratory  to  deal  with  this  type  of  research.  It  has 
included  funds  needed  to  enable  research  to  be  initiated  at  this  new 
laboratory  without  further  delay.  This  laboratory  was  authorized 
by  the  Congress  in  the  Agricultural  Appropriation  Act  of  1961. 

(2)  $150,000  for  strengthening  varietal  decline  research  on  sugarcane 
in  the  three  major  producing  areas,  for  which  an  initial  research  pro¬ 
gram  was  approved  last  year. 

(3)  $100,000  for  research  to  develop  equipment  and  better  methods 
of  cutting,  harvesting,  and  loading  recumbent  sugarcane. 

(4)  $75,000  for  accelerated  research  on  nosema  disease  in  bees. 

(5)  $200,000  to  accelerate  soybean  production  research  investiga¬ 
tions. 

(6)  $175,000  for  accelerating  sugarbeet  production  research. 
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(7)  $50,000  for  additional  basic  research  investigations  on  corn. 

(8)  $25,000  for  the  initial  staffing  of  the  new  soil  and  water  research 
laboratory  at  Sydney,  Mont. 

(9)  $25,000  for  accelerating  soil  and  water  conservation  research  at 
East  Franklin,  Vt.,  and  $25,000  to  initiate  the  installation  of  hydrology 
devices,  of  nonrecurring  nature,  needed  for  watershed  investigations 
on  the  Sleepers  River. 

(10)  $125,000  for  citrus  research,  of  which  $75,000  is  to  provide  the 
balance  of  the  program  initiated  last  year  on  breeding  and  cold¬ 
hardiness  investigations,  and  $50,000  is  to  provide  the  balance  of  the 
program  to  develop  mechanical  harvesting  aids  for  citrus. 

(11)  $25,000  for  strengthening  bee  research  investigations  at 
Laramie,  Wyo. 

(12)  $75,000  to  strengthen  horticultural  research  at  Cheyenne,  * 

Wyo.  \ 

(13)  $25,000  to  accelerate  strawberry  research  in  Oregon. 

(14)  $25,000  to  accelerate  research  on  safflower  to  evaluate  the 
protein  and  lignin  determinatiops. 

(15)  $6,200  to  complete  a  $25,000  research  program  on  dried  peas 
and  lentils,  for  which  $18,800  was  provided  last  year. 

(16)  $15,000  to  improve  the  road  from  Newell,  S.  Dak.,  to  the 
research  station. 

(17)  $175,000  for  research  studies,  and  temporary  facilities  needed 
for  research  on  the  Marshland  mosquito  which  has  affected  the  gulf 
coast  of  Louisiana  and  Texas.  The  research  undertaken  is  to  be 
directed  and  coordinated  from  the  central  laboratory  which  deals 
with  research  on  insects  affecting  man  and  beast. 

(18)  $100,000  to  initiate  research  on  the  cereal  leaf  beetle,  an  insect 

new  to  this  country,  which  is  causing  widespread  damage  to  cereal 
crops  in  the  Midwest.  This  amount  together  with  funds  already 
committed  will  provide  a  research  program  of  $200,000  annually. 
The  agency  can  also  utilize  some  additional  funds  from  the  con¬ 
tingency  research  fund  should  it  become  necessary  in  order  to  further 
strengthen  the  research  program  on  this  insect.  a 

(19)  $50,000  to  strengthen  tobacco  research  with  particular^ 
emphasis  upon  the  problem  of  sucker  control,  and  synthetic  growth 
regulators. 

(20)  $25,000  to  initiate  a  research  program  to  develop  mechanical 
harvesting  aids  for  kona  coffee,  in  cooperation  with  the  State  of 
Hawaii. 

(21)  $25,000  to  survey  and  report  upon  the  need  for  and  scope  of 
work  to  be  undertaken  at  a  proposed  regional  research  station  to 
conduct  research  investigations  on  fruit  crops  in  the  northeastern 
Appalachian  region.  The  report  to  be  submitted  should  include  a 
presentation  and  summary  of  present  research  studies,  the  need  for 
additional  research,  present  production,  and  the  potential  of  develop¬ 
ment  for  fruit  crops  in  the  areas  that  would  benefit  from  such  acceler¬ 
ated  research.  The  report  shall  also  include  the  estimated  cost  of 
establishing  the  station  and  estimated  annual  operating  costs,  and  any 
related  pertinent  information. 

The  committee  requests  the  Secretary  to  give  consideration  to  the 
inclusion  in  the  budget  for  next  year  of  funds  required  to  initiate  the 
expanded  food  and  nutrition  research  program,  recommended  in  the 
report  recently  submitted  to  the  Congress,  pursuant  to  the  committee 
report  of  last  year. 
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The  committee  considered  additional  proposals  to  establish  new 
research  facilities  and  to  modernize  existing  facilities.  These  pro¬ 
posals  have  merit  and  should  be  given  appropriate  consideration  by  the 
Department. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  needs  for  production,  market¬ 
ing,  and  related  research  on  horticultural  and  floricultural  crops  be 
given  early  attention  in  the  budgetary  plans  of  the  respective  agencies 
of  the  Department  in  order  to  meet  the  more  urgent  needs  of  this 
important  industry. 

UTILIZATION  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

The  committee  has  included  a  provision  in  the  bill  to  authorize  the 
use  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  to  institute  an  expanded 
research  program  of  utilization  research  and  development.  The 
action  by  the  committee  is  designed  to  carry  out  the  strengthening  of 
utilization  research  as  outlined  in  the  report  to  the  Congress  on 
utilization  research  and  development  in  response  to  Senate  Resolution 
415,  87th  Congress,  2d  session,  and  also  to  carry  out  intensive  research 
to  decrease  the  cost  of  production  of  surplus  crops. 

The  productive  capacity  of  American  agriculture  has  placed  us 
agriculturally  at  the  forefront  of  the  nations  of  the  world.  But  our 
successes  in  agricultural  production  are  offset  in  substantial  measure 
by  our  inability  to  use  profitably  a  sizable  fraction  of  what  we  produce, 
requiring  much  of  our  agricultural  production  to  be  channeled  into 
Government  storage  or  disposal  abroad  at  a  cost  to  the  Nation  of 
billions  of  dollars  each  year.  It  is  increasingly  evident  that  we  need 
most  urgently,  practical  means  for  expanding  our  capacity  to  utilize 
farm  commodities.  It  is  also  evident  that  to  accomplish  this  we  need 
to  intensify  our  research  to  find  and  develop  new  and  expanded  uses 
and  markets  for  these  surplus  commodities. 

For  more  than  20  years,  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  has  been 
conducting  a  program  of  utilization  research  and  development  to  find 
new  food,  feed,  and  industrial  uses  for  surplus  farm  products.  Utiliza¬ 
tion  research  contributes  to  alleviation  of  surpluses,  to  increasing  farm 
income,  to  the  establishment  of  rural  industries,  and  to  the  variety 
and  utility  of  products  available  to  the  consumer.  It  devises  new, 
less  costly,  more  attractive,  and  more  nutritious  foods;  it  seeks  signifi¬ 
cant  new  industrial  uses;  it  shields  the  farmers’  existing  outlets  in 
industry  against  invasion  by  synthetics;  it  is  directed  to  expansion 
of  all  farm  markets,  foreign  and  domestic.  Utilization  research  is 
contributing  to  the  solution  of  three  other  major  problems  confronting 
American  agriculture  today:  the  problem  of  underconsumption;  the 
problem  of  conservation  and  resource  use;  the  problem  of  opportunities 
for  farm  and  rural  people. 

This  research,  though  limited,  has  been  very  successful  in  providing 
additional  markets  for  commodities  that  otherwise  would  have  further 
contributed  to  the  expensive  Government  storage  and  disposal  pro¬ 
grams.  In  fact,  according  to  statements  by  departmental  officials  the 
benefits  to  the  Nation’s  economy  in  recent  years  have  amounted  to 
$25  for  each  dollar  spent  on  utilization  research. 

Utilization  research  has  made  lasting  impressions  on  our  economy 
and  the  way  we  live.  For  example,  improved  processing  technology 
made  soybeans  a  major  source  of  oil  for  food  and  industrial  uses  and  of 
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protein  for  expanding  the  Nation’s  livestock  and  poultry  industries. 
Wash-and-wear  cottons  halted  the  inroads  by  synthetic  fibers  on  cot¬ 
ton  markets.  Tallows  and  greases  that  lost  their  traditional  markets 
in  soap  were  made  into  plastics  and  feeds.  Frozen  orange  juice  concen¬ 
trate  and  instant  potatotes  revolutionized  the  processing  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  these  foods.  There  have  also  been  many  less  tangible  benefits 
from  utilization  research,  such  as  the  large-scale  commercialization  of 
penicillin;  the  development  of  dextran  as  a  blood  plasma  extender; 
and  the  development  of  a  process — if  we  ever  need  it — of  removing 
radioactive  strontium  90  from  milk. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  present  level  of  utilization  research 
is  inadequate  to  provide,  as  promptly  as  needed,  the  means  for  the 
practical  alleviation  of  our  surplus  problems.  It  also  believes  that 
the  achievements  of  utilization  research  in  the  past  forecast  the 
promise  that  intensification  of  this  research  holds  for  the  future. 
It  was  for  these  reasons  that  the  Senate  asked  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  last  year,  in  Senate  Resolution  415,  “to  submit  to  the 
Director  of  the  Budget  and  to  the  Congress  *  *  *  the  most  effective 
program  available  for  research  to  discover  new  uses  for  agricultural 
commodities;  and  *  *  *  to  limit  this  program  to  items  costing  not  in 
excess  of  $35  million  per  annum  above  current  allowances  for  1963 
for  utilization  research  to  discover  new  uses  for  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.”  This  report  has  been  received.  It  proposes  to  expand 
utilization  research  in  various  ways.  Utilization  research  would  be 
increased  at  once  across  a  broad  front.  Since  there  is  ver}^  limited 
room  for  expansion  in  the  Department’s  present  facilities,  approxi¬ 
mately  half  of  the  new  funds  in  the  first  2  years  would  be  used  to 
collaborate  with  universities  and  other  public  and  private  institutions 
through  contracts,  grants,  and  cooperative  arrangements.  This 
would  both  intensify  the  research  effort  and  broaden  the  base  of 
participation  in  this  vitally  important  field  of  agricultural  research. 

Nearly  half  of  the  increase  in  the  first  2  years  would  be  used  to 
construct  and  enlarge  urgentfy  needed  facilities.  As  the  proposed 
construction  is  completed,  research  in  the  Department’s  facilities 
would  be  increased  from  approximately  $21  to  $44  million  a  year. 
Work  outside  the  Department  would  be  increased  from  about  $3  to 
$15  millon  a  year.  The  first  year’s  increase  would  be  devoted  to 
nearly  200  different  projects.  Special  emphasis  would  be  placed  on 
cereals,  cotton,  and  animal  products.  Substantial  increases  would 
be  allotted  to  work  on  wool,  oilseeds,  fruits  and  vegetables,  tobacco, 
sugar,  naval  stores,  and  new  replacement  crops.  In  subsequent 
years,  additional  opportunities  for  developing  expanded  markets  for 
these  and  other  commodities  would  be  exploited. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Department’s  proposal  for  in¬ 
creasing  its  utilization  research  effort  is  realistic  and  reasonable.  It 
believes  that  the  detailed  research  plans  presented  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  report  have  excellent  potential  and  promise  for  prompt  cul¬ 
mination  in  developments  that  will  provide  substantial  economic 
markets  for  major  surpluses.  The  committee  recommends  that  the 
increased  funds  for  utilization  research  and  development  be  allocated 
with  considerable  discretion  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  the 
purpose  of  conducting  utilization  research  essentially  as  proposed  in 
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the  Department’s  report  in  response  to  Senate  Resolution  415,  in¬ 
cluding  the  construction  and  staffing  of  research  facilities,  agreements, 
and  contracts  with  private  organizations  and  firms,  and  such  other 
steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  a  generally  accelerated  research 
program.  In  carrying  forward  its  utilization  research  program  appro¬ 
priate  consideration  shoidd  be  given  to  research  investigations  on 
grapes  and  grape  products,  including  wine. 


PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROI 


1963  appropriations _ 

1964  budget  estimate _ 

House  bill _ 

Committee  recommendation 


$59,  504,  980 

65,  148,  000 
59,  505,  000 

66,  821,  500 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $66,821,500  to 
carry  out  the  various  inspection,  regulatory,  and  control  programs 
financed  under  this  appropriation  item.  The  recommended  amount 
is  $7,316,520  over  fiscal  1963,  $7,316,500  over  the  House  bill,  and 
$1,673,500  over  the  budget  estimate.  The  committee  has  provided 
$1,534,020  for  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793  as  requested 
in  the  budget  estimate.  The  House  bill  had  only  provided  $875,500 
of  this  amount  and  proposed  absorption  of  $658,520  by  program 
reductions  negating  in  part  the  program  increases  specified  in  the 
House  committee  report. 

This  committee  has  restored  to  the  bill  $2,750,000  for  the  Federal 
share  in  the  cooperative  screwworm  eradication  program.  This  is 
the  same  amount  as  was  appropriated  in  the  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1962,  to  initiate  the  program  in  the  Southwest.  This  item 
was  inadvertently  omitted  in  the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  House. 

For  the  hog  cholera  eradication  program,  the  budget  estimate  of 
$4,109,200  is  recommended.  This  is  an  increase  of  $2,056,000  over 
1963  as  requested  in  the  budget  and  $1,259,980  over  the  amount 
in  the  House  bill.  This  is  a  cooperative  program  and  the  committee 
believes  it  essential  to  provide  adequate  funds  for  the  Federal  share 


of  costs. 


™  For  strengthening  plant  quarantine  at  ports  of  entry  an  increase  of 
$484,000  over  1963  is  provided.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate  and  an  increase  of  $323,000  over  the  House  bill.  For 
strengthening  animal  inspection  and  quarantine  an  increase  of  $86,500 
over  1963  is  recommended.  This  is  $86,500  under  the  estimate 
and  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  increase  of  $148,000  requested  in 
the  budget,  and  denied  by  the  House,  to  strengthen  registration  and 
enforcement  activities  related  to  "economic  poisons”  regulated  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and  Rodenticide  Act,  as  amended. 

The  committee  recommends  $4  million  for  the  fire-ant  eradication 
program.  It  has  included  $1  million  in  the  bill  over  the  amount 
available  in  fiscal  1963  to  accelerate  this  program.  This  is  a  coopera¬ 
tive  cost-sharing  program.  The  committee  has  also  provided  an 
increase  over  1963  of  $1  million  for  the  cooperative  sheep  scabies 
eradication  program.  These  additional  funds  are  to  be  matched 
dollar  for  dollar  from  cooperative  sources. 
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MEAT  INSPECTION 


1963  appropriations _  $25,  907,  150 

1964  budget  estimate _  28,  502,  000 

House  bill _  27,  638,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  28,  126,  250 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $28,126,250  for 
the  mandatory  meat  inspection  program,  an  increase  of  $488,250 
over  the  House  bill,  $375,750  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $2,- 
219,100  over  the  appropriations  for  fiscal  1963.  The  recommended 
appropriation  includes  an  increase  over  1963  of  $1,148,850  for  the  full 
amount  of  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793,  as  requested  in 
the  estimate,  and  $1,199,250  of  the  $1,575,000  requested  in  the  budget 
to  extend  meat  inspection  to  new  plants. 

This  committee  does  not  concur  with  the  view  expressed  in  the 
House  committee  report  that  meat  inspection  is  clearly  a  marketing 
activity,  but  agrees  with  the  House  committee  that  there  would  be 
improved  operating  coordination,  efficiency,  and  economy  if  these 
inspection  programs  were  consolidated  in  one  agency.  The  committee 
is  inclined  to  favor  a  consolidation  of  all  meat  inspection  under  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service,  but  does  not  have  available  to  it  all 
the  information  necessary  to  make  a  final  decision.  The  committee 
recommends  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  promptly  restudy  the 
consolidation  of  these  two  activities  under  the  jurisdiction  of  one 
agency,  and  make  a  determination  that  will  maintain  standards  of 
inspection  and  bring  about  better  coordination,  improved  operating 
efficiency,  and  reduced  administrative  cost. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 


1963  appropriations _ $5,  265,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _ , _  2,  500,  000 

House  bill _ „ _  0 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,500,000  as 
proposed  in  the  estimate,  but  which  was  denied  by  the  House  for  re¬ 
search  overseas.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $2,765,000  under  the  amount 
appropriated  a  year  ago.  The  amount  recommended  will  be  used  to 
finance  agricultural  research  projects  and  finance  the  translation  of 
scientific  publications. 

The  unobligated  balance  of  $13.5  million  from  prior  years  has  been 
committed  for  projects  already  developed  and  submitted  for  approval. 
The  recommended  appropriation  will  provide  funds  to  enable  project 
planning  to  continue.  The  research  conducted  from  foreign  currencies 
is  not  intended  to  duplicate  or  displace  other  research  conducted  by 
the  Department  and  the  Department  states  that  foreign  currencies 
would  be  used  in  excess  foreign  currency  countries.  The  committee 
has  restored  to  the  bill  the  language  proposed  in  the  estimate. 

Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriation _  $38,  262,  950 

1964  budget  estimate _  40,  383,  000 

House  bill _  40,  383,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  42,  883,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $42,883,000  for 
the  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service  for  payments  to 
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agricultural  experiment  stations,  and  for  other  expenses  under  this 
appropriation  item. 

The  total  amount  recommended  for  payments  and  grants  to  States 
is  $2,500,000  over  the  budget  estimate,  $2,500,000  over  the  House 
bill,  and  is  $4,500,000  over  the  1963  appropriation.  Within  the 
amount  recommended  is  $1  million  as  requested  in  the  estimate  and 
provided  in  the  House  bill  to  initiate  a  program  of  grants  for  coopera¬ 
tive  forestry  research,  which  was  authorized  by  Public  Law  87-788, 
approved  October  10,  1962. 

The  committee  increase  over  1963  of  $3,500,000  for  allocation  to 
States  under  the  regular  formula  is  to  be  directed  toward  the  adjust¬ 
ment  of  the  salaries  of  research  workers  at  the  State  experiment 
stations.  The  Federal  Pay  Act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87-793)  provided 
for  two  increments  of  pay  increase,  one  effective  last  October  and  the 
second  one  effective  January  1964.  The  total  cost  for  Federal  and 
State  salaries  to  bring  about  comparable  pay  adjustments  for  experi¬ 
ment  station  workers  is  estimated  to  be  $14.8  million.  The  Federal 
share  of  this  cost  for  both  increments  is  estimated  to  be  $3.5  million 
on  a  full-year  basis  and  this  is  the  amount  which  the  committee 
recommends.  Based  upon  previous  experience,  the  committee 
believes  the  State  legislatures  will  provide  the  States’  share  of  the 
cost  of  these  salary  adjustments  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time, 
thereby  maintaining  an  equitable  relationship  in  pay  for  comparable 
work  between  Federal  employees  located  at  the  State  experiment 
stations  and  the  employees  of  the  State  experiment  stations  who  are 
paid  in  part  from  this  appropriation  item. 

There  is  also  included  $310,000  for  penalty  mail,  and  $460,000  for 
Federal  administration  as  proposed  in  the  budget  estimate  and  carried 
in  the  House  bill. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _ _ _  $63,  180,  800 

1964  budget  estimate _  64,  590,  000 

House  bill _  64,  590,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  70,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $70  million  for 
cooperative  extension  payments  and  expenses.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$6,410,000  over  the  amount  available  in  1963,  $5,410,000  over  the 
estimate,  and  the  amount  provided  in  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  intends  that  the  increased  funds  be  allocated  to  the 
States  to  adjust  salaries  of  extension  workers.  The  Federal  pay 
legislation  (Public  Law  87-793)  enacted  in  the  last  session  of  Congress 
provided  for  the  pay  adjustment  of  Federal  employees’  salaries  in 
two  increments — the  first  one  last  October  and  the  second  one  next 
January.  Based  upon  the  figures  supplied  to  the  committee,  the  total 
estimated  cost  to  make  comparable  salary  adjustments  for  county 
extension  agents  amounts  to  $15,683,000.  The  Federal  share  of  both 
increments  amounts  to  $6,410,000  on  a  full-year  basis,  the  amount 
recommended  by  the  committee. 

Based  upon  past  experience,  the  committee  believes  the  States  and 
counties  will  provide  their  share,  which  is  $9,273,000,  to  bring  about 
comparable  salary  adjustments  for  county  extension  workers. 
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RETIREMENT  AND  EMPLOYEE  COMPENSATION  FUND  COSTS 


1963  appropriations _ $6,  765,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  7,  110,  000 

House  bill _  7,  110,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  435,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $7,435,000  for 
retirement  costs,  an  increase  of  $670,000  over  1963.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $325,000  over  the  budget  request  and  over  the  House  bill. 

The  Senate  increase  of  $325,000  provides  the  additional  increment 
required  in  retirement  costs  for  the  $5,410,000  increase  provided  under 
the  item  “Payments  and  expenses”  for  cooperative  extension  work. 

PENALTY  MAIL 


1963  appropriations _ $2,  801,  250 

1964  budget  estimate _  3,  113,  000 

House  bill _  3,113,000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  113,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $3,113,000  is  included  for  “Penalty  mail.” 
This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  request,  the  House  bill,  and  an 
increase  of  $311,750  over  1963. 

Federal  Extension  Service 


1963  appropriations _  $2,  597,  450 

1964  budget  estimate _  2,  515,  000 

House  bill _  2,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,500,000  for  the 
Federal  Extension  Service. 

This  office  provides  leadership  and  specialized  assistance  to  State 
directors  of  extension  and  to  the  county  extension  service.  The 
amount  recommended  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill,  and 
$15,000  under  the  estimate.  Under  the  revised  formula  of  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  there  is  provision  that  4  percent  of  increases  in  “Payments 
to  States”  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Federal 
Extension  Service.  The  committee  requests  that  the  applicability 
of  this  provision,  resulting  from  increases  in  the  payments  to  States, 
be  limited  in  fiscal  1964  to  the  amount  necessary  to  provide  for 
mandatory  pay  costs. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _ $1,  155,  900 

1964  budget  estimate _  1,  280,  000 

House  bill _  1,  195,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  201,  000 


The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  conducts  research  and  performs 
advisory  and  educational  services  dealing  with  the  organization,  fi¬ 
nancing,  management,  and  related  operating  problems  of  farmer 
cooperatives. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,201,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  1964. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $45,100  over  amounts  available  in  1963,  and  an 
increase  of  $6,000  over  the  House  bill  to  provide  for  mandatory  pay 
costs.  The  committee  concurred  in  the  action  by  the  House  to  deny 
an  increase  proposed  in  the  budget  of  $79,000  to  strengthen  research 
and  technical  assistance  to  cooperatives. 
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Soil  Conservation  Service 

The  major  programs  administered  by  the  agency  are  classified  as 
conservation  operations,  watershed  protection,  flood  prevention,  the 
Great  Plains  conservation  program,  and  resource  conservation  and 
development.  The  latter  is  a  new  activity  pursuant  to  section  102, 
title  I,  Food  an d| Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 


1963  appropriations _  $93,  975,  500 

1964  budget  estimate _  99,  453,  000 

House  bill . . . . . .  97,  480,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ _  99,  000,  000 


For  this  item,  the  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $99 
B  million,  an  increase  of  $5,024,500  over  1963,  an  increase  of  $1,520,000 
"  over  the  House  bill,  and  $453,000  below  the  budget  estimate.  The 
committee  action  provides  $3,072,000  for  pay  costs,  and  includes 
$102,000  for  operating  costs  of  a  plant  materials  center  for  the  Coastal 
Plains  on  a  site  to  be  donated  to  the  Government.  The  Administrator 
is  expected  to  utilize  the  other  increased  amounts  to  meet  the  most 
essential  program  needs.  The  committee  has  not  approved  any  funds 
for  the  conduct  of  new  program  activities. 

Since  most  of  the  agricultural  land  area  is  now  within  organized 
districts,  the  committee  expects  that  the  future  staffing  of  new  districts 
will  be  achieved  principally  through  the  reassignment  of  existing 
personnel  to  meet  such  needs.  Every  effort  should  be  made  by  the 
Administrator  to  improve  the  techniques  of  farm  planning  in  order 
to  achieve  maximum  productivity  from  existing  personnel. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 


1963  appropriations _ $61,  376,  350 

1964  budget  estimate _  63,  992,  000 

House  bill _  63,  222,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  63,  992,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $63,992,000  for  the 
Ir  watershed  protection  program.  This  is  the  amount  proposed  in  the 
budget  request,  $770,000  over  the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  in 
appropriation  of  $2,615,650  over  1963.  In  addition,  there  is  an 
estimated  unobligated  balance  carried  over  from  fiscal  1963  of 
$7,363,000,  making  a  total  available  in  fiscal  1964  of  $71,355,000  for 
the  activities  financed  from  this  appropriation  item.  Of  this  amount, 
an  estimated  $62,541,600  will  be  available  for  loans,  advance  engi¬ 
neering,  design,  and  construction.  The  committee  recommends  in¬ 
creases  over  1963  of  $692,500  for  mandatory  pay  costs  and  $18,000 
for  postal  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793. 

The  watershed  protection  program,  authorized  under  Public  Law 
566,  as  amended,  is  very  popular  in  most  areas  of  the  Nation.  _  The 
committee  supports  this  program,  but  believes  that  appropriation 
requests  should  be  kept  in  balance  with  the  overall  requirements  of 
the  program,  and  that  the  cost  sharing  under  projects  considered  for 
planning  should  be  more  in  line  with  the  original  intent  of  the  act. 
The  committee  requests  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  take  steps 
necessary  to  assure  that  there  is  a  better  balance  among  the  various 
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States  in  cost  sharing  on  future  small  watershed  projects  submitted  to 
Congress  for  approval.  It  directs  the  Secretary  to  notify  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  regard  to  steps  taken  to  bring  about  such  adjustments  in 
cost  sharing  in  future  projects. 

The  committee  again  notes  that  the  planning  of  new  watershed 
projects  is  far  ahead  of  the  construction  phase.  It  recommends, 
therefore,  that  funds  for  this  purpose  be  limited  to  $5  million,  instead 
of  $5,892,000  as  proposed  in  the  budget  and  approved  by  the  House. 
In  addition  to  the  Federal  financing  for  project  investigations,  the 
various  States  provide  in  excess  of  $1.5  million  for  this  purpose, 
thereby  making  a  total  of  over  $6,500,000  for  planning  new  watershed 
projects. 

The  committee  recommends  the  use  of  not  to  exceed  $3,102,900  for 
the  conduct  of  river  basin  surveys  in  cooperation  with  State  and 
Federal  agencies.  This  is  the  amount  provided  in  the  House  bill, 
and  an  increase  of  $1,060,000  over  1963,  and  $451,100  under  the 
budget  request.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  allocation  of  these 
survey  funds  in  accordance  with  the  tabulation  submitted  by  the 
Department. 

The  committee  supports  the  development  of  comprehensive  river 
basin  resource  surveys  wherever  it  is  evident  that  the  results  of  such 
surveys  will  lead  to  the  early  development  and  installation  of  a  coordi¬ 
nated  water  resource  plan.  It  does  not  concur  in  extensive  planning 
involving  detailed  and  costly  field  investigations  and  structural  designs 
tor  projects  for  which  funds  will  not  be  appropriated  for  a  number  of 
years. 

Previous  experience  in  river  basin  surveys  and  planning  has  clearly 
demonstrated  that  specific  structural  designs  soon  become  outmoded 
if  such  projects,  which  include  local  cooperation  and  cost  sharing,  are 
not  placed  under  construction  within  a  reasonable  time  period. 

The  committee  expects  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  make  a  careful 
review  of  the  current  need  for  contemplated  comprehensive  basin 
studies  undertaken  by  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department  and 
carried  out  concurrently  with  other  Federal  agencies.  The  committee 
believes  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  assume 
the  necessary  leadership  essential  to  coordinated  river  basin  investi¬ 
gations  by  all  agencies  concerned.  It  expects  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  in  making  such  a  review  will  give  consideration  to  the  purpose, 
priority,  and  related  factors,  including  cost,  before  authorizing 
requests  for  funds  involving  extensive  and  expensive  surveys  of  any 
major  river  basin. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 


1963  appropriations _  $25,  325,  850 

1964  budget  estimate _  25,  576,  000 

House  bill _  25,  465,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  25,  465,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $25,465,000  is  recommended  for  this  program. 
This  is  the  amount  provided  in  the  House  bill,  $111,000  under  the 
estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $139,150  over  the  1963  appropriation. 
In  addition,  the  Department  estimates  that  there  was  an  unobligated 
carryover  from  1963  amounting  to  $7,169,558,  thus  making  a  total  of 
$32,634,558  available  in  fiscal  1964  in  the  11  major  watersheds  author¬ 
ized  under  the  act  of  1944. 


( 
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GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

1963  appropriations _  $12,  353,  550 

1964  budget  estimate _  14,  640,  000 

House  bill _  12,  994,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  14,  640,  000 


For  the  operations  of  the  Great  Plains  conservation  program,  the 
committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $14,640,000.  This  is 
the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of  $1,646,000  over  the 
House  bill,  and  an  increase  of  $2,286,450  over  the  1963  appropriation. 

The  increases  over  1963  include  $109,450  for  mandatory  pay  costs 
and  $2,177,000  for  long-term  cost-sharing  contracts  authorized  under 
Public  Law  1021,  84th  Congress. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


1963  appropriations _  0 

1964  budget  estimate _  $6,  275,  000 

House  bill _  1,  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  200,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,200,000  for  this 
item.  This  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill  and  a  reduction 
of  $5,075,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

This  is  a  new  program  authorized  under  title  I,  section  102  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  Public  Law  87-703.  The  responsi¬ 
bilities  assigned  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  under  this  new 
program  include  accelerated  technical  assistance,  the  development  of 
area  resource  conservation  development  plans,  and  the  approval  of 
long-term  loans  where  necessary  to  carry  out  resource  conservation 
and  development  projects  in  selected  areas  of  th?  country.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  have  a  free  hand  in  the  use 
of  funds  provided  under  this  pilot  program  during  fiscal  1964.  The 
committee  expects  to  receive  a  report  from  the  Department  on  this 
program  next  year  including  the  accomplishments  under  the  pilot 
program  together  with  specific  plans  of  the  Department  for  this  new 
program. 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  $9,  511,  150 

1964  budget  estimate _  10,  301,  000 

House  bill _  9,  832,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  9,  965,  700 


The  Economic  Research  Service,  which  was  established  effective 
April  3,  1961,  pursuant  to  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1446,  is 
responsible  for  the  conduct  of  economic  research  studies  and  investi¬ 
gations  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  general  public.  Research 
findings  are  made  available  through  reports  and  other  media.  An 
appropriation  of  $9,965,700  is  recommended  by  the  committee. 
This  is  an  increase  over  the  1963  appropriations  of  $454,550  and  is 
$335,300  under  the  budget  estimate.  The  committee  increases  over 
1963  include  $352,250  for  the  full  amount  of  pay  costs,  and  $17,000 
for  postal  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793. 

The  committee  concurs  in  increases  proposed  in  the  budget  and 
carried  in  the  House  bill  of  $203,300  for  the  expansion  of  research  and 
improvement  in  statistics  dealing  with  foreign  trade  expansion  and 
problems  related  to  the  Common  Market,  and  $90,000  for  strengthen¬ 
ing  estimates  of  farm  income  and  production  and  related  economic 
work. 


S.  Rept.  497,  88-1 
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Statistical  Reporting  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  $10,  021,  850 

1964  budget  estimate _  11,  552,  000 

House  bill _  11,079,000 

Committee  recommendation _  11,  486,  000 


The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  is  the  agency  of  the  Department 
responsible  for  statistical  research  and  reporting  of  statistical  data  in 
regard  to  American  agriculture.  It  conducts  a  variety  of  nationwide 
and  specialized  programs  of  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  and  issues 
periodic  and  special  reports  on  production  and  supply. 

An  appropriation  of  $11,486,000  is  recommended.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $1,464,150  over  the  1963  appropriation  and  $407,000  over 
the  House  bill,  and  $66,000  under  the  budget  estimate.  The  increases 
recommended  by  the  committee  over  1963  are:  (1)  $264,750  for  pay 
act  costs  as  proposed  in  the  budget  and  an  increase  of  $82,000  over 
the  House;  (2)  $122,400  for  increased  postal  costs  and  reimbursement 
costs  for  mail  surveys  which  have  been  previously  handled  by  the  Post 
Office  Department  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis;  (3)  $960,000  to  extend 
to  additional  States  the  long-range  crop  and  livestock  estimates 
program.  This  amount  is  $85,000  under  the  estimate  and  $200,000 
over  the  House  bill  but  will  enable  the  agency  to  carry  forward  the 
expanded  program  in  all  the  States  as  proposed  in  the  budget  estimate; 
and  (4)  the  committee  has  included  an  increase  of  $125,000  to  expand 
cattle-on-feed  reports  as  follows:  Monthly,  Nebraska  and  Texas; 
Quarterly,  Florida,  Kentucky,  Mississippi,  and  Tennessee. 

The  committee  has  given  consideration  to  the  inclusion  of  funds  in 
the  bill  to  initiate  a  Timber  Price  Reporting  Service.  A  year  ago, 
pursuant  to  the  Statement  of  the  Managers  on  the  Conference  Report 
on  the  Agricultural  Appropriation  Act,  1962,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  submitted  to  the  committee  a  favorable  report  as  to  the 
feasibility  of  such  a  price  reporting  service  covering  a  minimum  of  37 
States.  The  committee  hearings  this  year  disclosed  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  requested  funds  for  the  establishment  of  the  serv¬ 
ice  for  fiscal  1964,  but  this  request  was  not  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  It  is  the  hope  of  the  committee  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  will  reconsider  its  previous  decision  on  this  item.  The 
committee  expects  the  Department  to  make  a  showing  in  regard  to 
this  program  next  year,  whether  or  not  the  funds  are  recommended 
in  the  budget  estimate  for  this  agency,  in  order  that  the  committee 
will  be  provided  with  sufficient  facts  to  determine  whether  it.  should 
make  appropriations  next  year  for  the  initiation  of  a  Timber  Price 
Reporting  Service. 

The  attention  of  the  committee  has  been  directed  to  the  feasibility 
of  reporting  crop  estimates,  bjr  counties,  on  the  principal  crops.  The 
agency  is  requested  to  examine  the  feasibility  and  cost  of  such  crop 
estimates  and  to  report  its  findings  to  the  committee  early  next  year. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 


1963  appropriation _  $40,  897,  170 

1964  budget  estimate _  44,  505,  000 

House  bill _  37,061,000 

Committee  recommendation _  44,  514,  100 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $44,514,100  to 
carry  out  marketing  research  and  service  activities.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $3,616,930  over  1963,  $9,100  over  the  estimate,  and  an 
increase  over  the  House  bill  of  $7,453,100.  The  principal  increase 
under  this  item  over  the  House  bill  arises  from  the  transfer  of 
$6,550,000  for  marketing  research  from  the  item,  “Salaries  and 
expenses,  research,”  under  the  Agricultural  Research  Service.  The 
committee  has  restored  these  amounts  to  the  bill  as  requested  in  the 
estimate.  For  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $1,435,930  for  marketing  research  and  service, 
an  increase  of  $615,400  over  the  House  bill.  The  House  requirement 
that  40  percent  of  the  pay  costs  be  absorbed  would  result  in  a  cor¬ 
responding  decrease  in  the  program  increases  described  in  the  House 
report. 

For  mandatory  poultry  inspection,  the  committee  recommends  the 
budget  request  of  an  increase  of  $350,000  over  1963,  an  increase  of 
$100,000  over  the  House  bill,  making  a  total  of  $14,655,000  for  this 
item.  Other  increases  over  1963  are  $19,700  for  mandatory  reim¬ 
bursement  to  the  employees’  compensation  fund  and  $163,000  for 
postal  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  Department  should  admin¬ 
ister  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  amended,  in  accordance 
with  the  legislative  intent  of  the  act  and  in  accordance  with  published 
departmental  regulations.  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  protect 
producers,  handlers,  and  stockyard  companies  covered  by  the  act, 
and  penalties  for  violations  should  be  promptly  invoked  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  established  regulatory  procedures  under  the  act. 

The  committee  has  received  testimony  in  support  of  acceleration  of 
marketing  research.  It  is  evident  that  there  is  need  to  strengthen 
the  modest  program  of  unmeet ing  research  under  which  improved 
marketing  structures,  equipment,  containers,  and  work  methods  are 
requisite  to  the  performance  of  a  wide  variety  of  commodity  handling 
operations  now  required  in  the  marketing  and  processing  of  agricultural 
products.  Marketing  research  has  developed  improved  methods  of 
measuring,  improving,  and  protecting  quality  in  agricultural  products 
from  the  time  of  harvest  through  to  the  ultimate  consumer.  Research 
of  this  type  increases  the  productivity  of  labor,  reduces  waste,  spoilage, 
and  commodity  deterioration,  and  helps  to  keep  marketing  costs  as 
low  as  possible. 

Marketing  research  makes  a  substantial  contribution  in  helping  the 
farmer  receive  a  greater  share  of  the  retail  food  dollar  through  the 
development  of  many  effective,  efficient,  and  practical  procedures, 
equipment,  and  facilities  which  are  used  by  the  packers,  shippers, 
and  handlers  throughout  the  marketing  system.  The  resultant 
efficiency  and  related  improvements  are  of  direct  benefit  to  the 
consumer  by  providing  him  with  more  nutritious  and  wholesome 
foods  at  less  cost. 

The  committee  has  received  a  number  of  specific  proposals  to 
strengthen  marketing  research  and  has  included  funds  for  the  following 
items  in  the  bill  to  accelerate  marketing  research:  (1)  $50,000  increase 
for  marketing  research  to  determine  the  best  methods  and  procedures 
of  quality  control  for  field-packed  lettuce;  (2)  $50,000  increase  for 
quality  research  on  citrus — this  is  the  additional  increment  necessary 
to  bring  to  full  level  the  program  of  marketing  research  carried  on  in 
conjunction  with  research  to  improve  mechanical  harvesting  aids  for 
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citrus — and  (3)  $15,000  increase  for  a  cooperative  rice  market  news 
service  to  be  located  at  Crowley,  La. 

The  committee  lias  also  included  $1,600,000,  as  proposed  in  the 
budget,  for  the  construction  of  a  peanut  marketing  and  quality  re¬ 
search  laboratory  to  be  located  at  Dawson,  Ga.  This  is  $1,200,000 
over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill,  under  “Research,”  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service.  Two  years  ago  funds  were  appropriated  for 
the  development  of  plans  and  specifications  for  a  peanut  quality 
laboratory.  Last  year  funds  were  denied  for  the  construction  of  this 
facility  due  in  part  to  a  controversy  which  had  developed  in  regard  to 
the  proposed  research  program  to  be  undertaken  at  the  facility.  In 
the  Senate  hearings  the  Department  has  clearly  reaffirmed  its  intent 
to  give  equitable  treatment  in  the  research  program  to  each  vaiiety 
of  peanuts  produced  and  to  the  quality  problems  in  regard  to  each 
major  producing  area. 

The  committee  has  inserted  language  in  the  bill  as  a  part  of  the 
appropriation  for  this  Laboratory:  “That  research  investigations 
undertaken  at  the  National  Peanut  Quality  Evaluation  Laboratory 
must  be  truly  national  in  scope  and  must  give  equivalent  treatment 
to  the  different  types  of  peanuts  produced  and  marketed  in  the  major 
peanut  producing  areas.”  The  committee  believes  that  this  provi¬ 
sion  ought  to  ease  the  mind  of  anyone  concerned  who  has  some  mis¬ 
apprehension  about  the  research  to  be  undertaken  at  this  facility7-, 
as  well  as  those  who  imply  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  might- 
conduct  a  research  program  on  any  commodity  which  would  not  deal 
fairly  with  the  producers  and  processors  of  different  varieties  or  types, 
or  give  equal  treatment  to  producers  in  each  producing  area. 

The  committee  has  included  $25,000  for  a  feasibility  study  to 
evaluate  the  need,  purpose,  and  scope  of  a  proposed  wool  quality 
research  program,  including  the  need  for  laboratory  facilities. 

Also  included  is  $25,000  for  the  same  purpose  in  regard  to  the  need, 
cost,  and  related  pertinent  factors  relative  to  a  national  grain  market¬ 
ing  research  facility.  The  committee  expects  that  both  of  these 
reports  will  be  submitted  to  it  prior  to  the  hearings  on  the  agricultural 
budget  requests  for  fiscal  year  1965. 

Although  the  committee  received  considerable  testimony  in  support 
of  other  meritorious  projects  for  marketing  research,  it  has  not  in¬ 
cluded  any  funds  in  the  bill  for  these  purposes. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


1963  appropriations _  $1,  425,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  1,  425,  000 

House  bill _  1,  425,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  500,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,500,000  which 
is  an  increase  of  $75,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount 
provided  in  the  House  bill.  The  increased  funds  under  the  cooperative 
matching  fund  program  are  to  be  used  for  research  projects  to  improve 
grades,  marketing  standards,  and  marketing  opportunities  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities. 


SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


1963  appropriations _  $100,  000,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  102,  000,  000 

House  bill _  100,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ _ _  100,  000,  000 
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The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $100  million  for 
expenses  of  the  special  milk  program.  This  is  the  amount  approved 
for  1963,  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill  for  1964,  and  is  $2 
million  under  the  estimate.  The  committee  believes  that  this  amount 
will  provide  adequate  financing  for  the  special  milk  program. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


1963  appropriations _ 1  $125,  000,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  1  137,  000,  000 

House  bill _ _ _  1  137,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1  137,  000,  000 


1  In  addition,  $45  million  transfer  from  sec.  32,  permanent  appropriation. 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $137  million 
as  requested  in  the  estimate,  and  carried  in  the  House  bill  for  the 
expenses  of  the  school  lunch  program.  The  $12  million  increase  over 
1963  is  available  for  allocation  to  the  States  under  revised  school 
lunch  formula,  as  provided  in  Public  Law  87-823,  approved  October, 
15,  1962. 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES  (SEC.  32) 

The  committee  recommends  $4,754,000  for  the  formulation  and 
administration  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders.  This  is  the 
amount  proposed  in  the  budget  request  and  provided  in  the  House 

bill. 

For  the  expenses  of  the  pilot  food  stamp  program  the  committee 
recommends  $51.5  million.  This  is  the  amount  proposed  in  the  budget 
request,  and  an  increase  of  $11.5  million  over  the  House  bill.  It  is  the 
amount  estimated  to  be  required  for  the  pilot  food  stamp  program 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  pending  legislation. 

The  committee  has  stricken  from  the  bill  a  legislative  provision 
inserted  by  the  House  which  apnarendy  deals  with  domestic  subsidy 
payments  and  also  appears  to  limit  existing  law  in  regard  to  the 
amount  available  for  purchase  of  any  one  commodity  under  the 
permanent  authorization.  The  committee  believes  that  the  appro¬ 
priate  legislative  committees  should  deal  with  any  modification  of  the 
use  of  section  32  funds.  There  is  pending  legislation  dealing  with 
subsidy  pajunents  on  cotton  which  would  require  upward  of  $300 
million  annually,  if  enacted. 

•'  Last  year,  this  committee  directed  the  Department  to  discontinue 
the  practice  of  using  section  32  funds  for  unwarranted  administrative 
purposes.  The  report,  of  the  committee  last  year  did  not  contem¬ 
plate  any  limitation  upon  the  use  of  funds  for  surplus  removal  pro¬ 
grams,  including  the  administrative  expenses  directly  related  thereto. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


1963  appropriation _  $17,  135,  270 

1964  budget  estimate _  19,  039,  000 

House  bill _  18,  505,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  19,  039,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $19,039,000  for 
salaries  and  expenses  for  this  agency.  The  amount  recommended  is 
the  same  as  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of  $1,903,730  over  1963, 
and  $534,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 
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In  addition,  $3,117,000  by  transfer  from  section  32  for  market  de¬ 
velopment  activities  and  $1,417,000  by  transfer  from  the  limitation 
on  administrative  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
sales  manager  activities  and  barter  programs,  make  a  total  of  $4,- 
534,000  available  by  transfer. 

There  is  a  balance  of  approximately  $4  million  in  the  special  for¬ 
eign  currency  fund  which  was  appropriated  last  year.  This  balance 
is  available  for  use  for  market  development  programs,  and  expenses 
of  the  agricultural  attaches  and  other  agency  employees  overseas. 

U.S.  farm  products  last  year  totaled  $5.1  billion.  Of  this  amount 
$3.8  billion  comprised  exports  for  dollars.  These  amounts  compare 
to  an  average  of  $3.8  total  and  $2.5  for  cash  for  the  5  years  1955- 
59.  This  committee  has  consistently  pressed  for  concentrated 
effort  on  expanding  exports  for  dollars.  Exports  of  agricultural 
commodities  represent  approximately  one-fourth  of  total  U.S.  exports. 
The  current  balance-of-payment  problem  makes  even  more  urgent  the 
expansion  of  farm  exports  for  dollars. 

The  legislative  provisions  providing  for  market  development  as  a 
primary  use  of  currencies  derived  from  the  sale  of  farm  products  under 
Public  Law  480  in  1954  and  the  several  amendments  to  that  act  along 
with  the  provisions  inserted  by  this  committee  in  the  annual  ap¬ 
propriation  acts  have  given  further  effectiveness  to  market  develop¬ 
ment.  About  one-sixth  of  our  total  farm  production  is  being  exported. 

The  progress  which  has  been  made  provides  a  basis  for  more  intense 
efforts  to  gain  access  to  and  expand  export  markets  for  agricultural 
commodities  in  dollar  market  areas.  The  building  of  foreign  markets 
and  the  expansion  of  trade  is  not  a  short-time  proposition.  It 
is  an  operation  which  requires  sustained  effort  over  a  longer  period. 

Most  of  the  market  development  projects  authorized  by  Public 
Law  480  are  carried  on  cooperatively  by  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service  and  the  more  than  40  U.S.  agricultural  trade  groups,  and 
through  them  in  cooperation  with  many  foreign  groups. 

This  cooperative  effort  between  Government  and  private  trade 
groups  builds  dollar  markets  through : 

Introduction  of  new  commodities  to  the  market. 

Demonstration  of  the  availability  and  desirable  qualities  of 
U.S.  products. 

Introducing  new  forms  of  commodities. 

Developing  contacts  with  foreign  trade  channels  and  con¬ 
sumers  to  keep  them  conscious  of  U.S.  farm  commodities. 

Developing  and  bringing  trade  opportunities  to  the  attention 
of  U.S.  exporters  so  that  they  may  take  advantage  of  them. 

Areas  which  are  not  now  dollar  markets  cannot  be  overlooked. 
Countries  which  only  3  to  5  years  ago  were  the  recipients  of  com¬ 
modities  under  special  programs  have  become  strong  dollar  mar¬ 
kets;  for  example,  Italy  and  Spain.  Also,  by  establishing  the  place 
of  U.S.  agricultural  exports  in  newly  developing  countries  they  can 
be  oriented  toward  U.S.  trade.  Once  these  ties  are  established  they 
tend  to  become  permanent.  The  committee  notes  that  all  of  the 
FAS  funds  obligated  overseas  in  1963  for  market  development  projects 
are  being  derived  from  Public  Law  480  sources. 
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salaries  and  expenses 

1963  appropriations _ $1,  060,  950 

1964  budget  estimate _  1,  095,  000 

House  bill _  1,  093,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  095,  000 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administrates  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended.  An  appropriation  of  $1,095,000  is 
recommended  for  fiscal  1964.  This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the 
budget,  and  is  a  $2,000  increase  over  the  House  bill  and  $34,050  over 
amounts  available  in  1963.  The  entire  increase  over  1963  of  $34,050 
is  for  paj7  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION,  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


1963  appropriations _ $95,  423,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  114,  944,  000 

House  bill. _ _ _  105,737,000 

Committee  recommendation _  107,  091,  400 


With  the  funds  made  available  under  this  appropriation  item,  a 
number  of  farm  programs  are  administered,  including  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas,  the  conservation  reserve  program,  crop 
diversion  programs,  the  agricultural  conservation  and  land  use  ad¬ 
justment  programs,  the  Sugar  Act  program,  price  support,  and  re¬ 
lated  program  activities. 

An  appropriation  of  $107,091,400  is  recommended  for  this  item. 
The  committee  has  partially  restored  the  estimate  by  increasing  the 
amount  over  the  House  bill  by  $1,354,400  for  pay  and  postal  costs, 
thereby  providing  the  full  estimate  of  $6,380,000  for  these  costs. 

The  amount  included  in  the  bill  is  an  increase  of  $11,668,400  over 
1963  and  is  $7,852,600  under  the  budget  estimate  and  $1,354,400  over 
the  House  bill.  In  addition,  there  is  carried  under  this  item  provision 
to  transfer  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  $94,885,000, 
together  with  an  estimated  $17.5  million  from  advances  in  reimburse¬ 
ments.  Last  year,  the  committee  consolidated  the  former  adminis¬ 
trative  expense  limitations  into  this  direct  appropriation  item  and 
included  language  for  the  above  transfer  provisos.  Under  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommendation,  there  will  be  available  to  the  agency  a  total 
of  $219,476,400  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  various  farm  pro¬ 
grams  administered  under  this  appropriation. 

The  following  provision  has  been  inserted  in  the  bill,  under  this 
appropriation  item,  dealing  with  employee  activity  and  the  use  of 
committeemen: 

:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or 
made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used,  (1)  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legis¬ 
lation  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries 
or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community  com¬ 
mittees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging 
in  any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  supervisory  duties  and 
delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in  administrative  regu¬ 
lations. 
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SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 


1963  appropriations _ $77,  650,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  80,  000,  000 

House  bill _ _ _  78,000,000 

Committee  recommendation _  78.  000,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $78  million  is  recommended  for  payments  to 
producers  of  sugarcane  and  sugarbeets  who  comply  with  requirements 
under  the  Sugar  Act  program.  This  is  the  amount  carried  in  the 
House  bill,  and  is  $2  million  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  an 
increase  of  $350,000  over  the  1963  appropriation. 

The  Department  advises  the  committee  that  since  the  estimates  for 
1964  were  developed,  there  has  been  a  decrease  in  the  estimated  pro¬ 
duction,  thereby  providing  a  decrease  of  $2  million  in  payment 
requirements  during  fiscal  1964. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


1963  appropriations _  $212,  900,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  220,  000,  000 

House  bill _  215,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  215,  000,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $215  million  to 
finance  the  payments  under  the  agricultural  conservation  program 
authorized  a  year  ago.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  carried  in  the 
House  bill  and  is  $5  million  under  the  budget  request  and  an  increase 
of  $2,100,000  over  the  1963  appropriation. 

The  committee  recommends  an  advance  authorization  of  $250 
million  for  the  1964  program.  This  is  the  amount  carried  in  the 
House  bill,  an  increase  of  $100  million  over  the  budget  estimate,  and 
the  same  amount  as  authorized  for  the  1963  program. 

The  committee  has  stricken  a  House  provision  dealing  with  technical 
assistance  on  wetlands,  and  has  inserted  in  lieu  thereof  a  provision 
requiring  that  technical  assistance  for  drainage  of  wetlands  will  be 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  throughout  the  United  States  as 
provided  by  Public  Law  87-732,  approved  October  2,  1962. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 


1963  appropriations _ $304,  000,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  294,  000,  000 

House  bill _ 294,000,000 

Committee  recommendation _  294,  000,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $294  million  is  recommended  for  conservation 
reserve  contract  payments  in  fiscal  1964.  This  is  the  amount  of  the 
estimate,  and  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill.  This  is  $10 
million  under  the  1963  appropriations  for  this  program,  for  which 
appropriations  will  be  required  through  fiscal  1972. 

LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 


1963  appropriations _  $2,  000,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  19,  000,  000 

House  bill _  10,  000,“  000 

Committee  recommendation _  12,  150,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $12,150,000  for 
the  land-use  adjustment  program.  This  is  an  increase  of  $2, 150, .000 
over  the  House  bill  and  is  $6,850,000  under  the  budget  request. 
The  amount  recommended  will  enable  the  agency  to  complete  pay- 
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ments  on  the  1963  program.  The  total  estimated  cost  of  the  1963 
program  is  $8  million,  of  which  $1,850,000  was  carried  in  the  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  bill,  1963,  and  the  balance  is  provided  herein. 
Within  the  total  amount  provided  is  $6  million  for  the  cost  of  extension 
of  conservation  reserve  contracts  which  expired  December  31,  1962, 
which  together  with  the  $150,000  provided  in  the  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  1963,  provides  a  total  of  $6,150,000  for  the  cost  of  a 
1-year  extension  of  701,000  of  the  1.4  million  acres  on  which  conser¬ 
vation  reserve  contracts  expired  last  year. 

The  committee  understands  that  legislation  is  pending,  (S.  1588), 
in  regard  to  the  current  limitation  of  $10  million  annually  on  the  pilot 
land-use  adjustment  program.  The  proposed  legislation  would 
include  a  provision  that  beginning  with  the  1964  program  the  size  of 
the  annual  program  limitation  would  be  specified  in  advance  in  the 
appropriation  act.  The  committee  will  consider  the  program  au¬ 
thorization  for  1964  after  the  pending  legislation  is  enacted. 

Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  $87,  850 

1964  budget  estimate _  134,  000 

House  bill _  120,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  120,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $120,000  is  recommended  for  the  Office  of 
Rural  Areas  Development.  This  is  an  increase  of  $32,150  over  1963, 
the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill,  and  $14,000  under  the  budget 
estimate.  In  addition  to  the  funds  provided  in  this  appropriation  bill, 
an  estimated  $350,000  will  be  available  by  transfer  from  the  area 
development  program,  thereby  making  available  $470,000  for  this 
office. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  $3,  854,  600 

1964  budget  estimate _  3,  987,  000 

House  bill _ _ _  3,  953,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  987,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $3,987,000  is  recommended  for  the  Office  of 
General  Counsel.  This  office  conducts  all  of  the  legal  work  of  the 
Department.  This  is  an  increase  of  $132,400  over  fiscal  1963,  and  a 
restoration  of  $34,000  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House 
bill  in  order  to  provide  the  full  amount  for  mandatory  pay  costs. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  $1,  662,  220 

1964  budget  estimate _  1,  684,  000 

House  bill _  1,  684,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  684,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,684,000  as 
requested  in  the  estimate  and  provided  in  the  House  bill.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $21,780  over  1963  to  cover  mandatory  pajr  costs. 
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National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _ $1,  185,  320 

1964  budget  estimate _  1,  695,  000 

House  bill _  1,  420,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  426,  140 


An  appropriation  of  $1,426,140  is  recommended  for  salaries  and 
expenses  to  operate  the  National  Agricultural  Library.  This  is 
$240,820  over  the  1963  appropriation  and  $268,860  under  the  budget 
estimate.  The  recommended  increase  of  $6,140  over  the  House  bill 
is  for  mandatory  pay  costs. 

LIBRARY  FACILITIES 


1963  appropriations _  $0 

1964  budget  estimate _  450,  000 

House  bill _  450,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  450,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $450,000  for  the 
preparation  of  plans  and  specifications  for  a  new  agricultural  library. 
The  new  library  is  needed  to  provide  modern  and  adequate  library 
facilities  and  services.  It  is  estimated  that  the  new  facility  will 
cost  between  $6  and  $7  million.  The  recommended  amount  is  the 
same  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  carried  in  the  House 
bill. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  $3,  397,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  3,  975,  000 

House  bill _  3,  735,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  760,  550 


This  appropriation  finances  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  im¬ 
mediate  staff  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  together  with  several  staff 
activities,  such  as  budgetary  and  fiscal  administration,  personnel 
administration,  general  service  operations,  management  systems  and 
appraisals,  Office  of  Hearings  Examiner,  judicial  officer,  and  other 
related  activities  including  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission.  The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,760,550 
for  fiscal  1964.  This  is  an  increase  of  $363,550  over  1963,  and  is 
$214,450  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of  $25,550  over 
the  House  bill,  to  provide  the  full  amount  required  for  pay  costs. 

By  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1503  dated  June  25,  1962,  the 
Office  of  Audit  and  Investigations  was  established  to  coordinate  within 
the  Department  the  function  of  internal  audit,  inspection,  and  in¬ 
vestigation  activities.  The  Appropriation  Act  of  1963  carried  a 
limitation  of  $225,000  for  this  purpose,  such  funds  to  be  derived  by 
transfer  from  the  various  agencies  hi  the  Department.  On  December 
21,  1962,  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  1524,  the  Office  of  Inspector 
General  was  established.  Pursuant  to  this  latter  memorandum  all 
of  the  audit,  inspection  and  investigation  activities,  including  the 
personnel  and  funds  therefor  in  the  various  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  were  transferred  to  and  placed  under  the  control  and  direction 
of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General.  These  transfers  amounted  to 
860  man-years  of  employment  costing  an  estimated  $9,883,000 
annually. 

The  Secretary,  by  Memorandum  No.  1529,  dated  January  29,  1963, 
established  the  Office  of  Management  Services  to  provide  consoli¬ 
dated  staff  services  for  a  number  of  agencies,  with  aut  hority  to  transfer 
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personnel  and  the  funds  from  the  appropriations  made  to  the  respective 
agencies. 

'Phe  committee  expects  that  for  fiscal  1965,  the  budget  requests  for 
the  Office  of  Inspector  General  and  for  the  Office  of  Management 
Services  will  be  included  under  this  appropriation  item  and  justified 
thereunder  as  separate  activities.  For  fiscal  year  1964,  the  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  shall  not  exceed  $9,883,000, 
and  expenditures  for  the  Office  of  Management  Services  shall  not 
exceed  $2,314,000,  plus,  for  both  offices,  the  increased  pay  act  costs 
in  1964. 

The  committee  has  included  a  number  of  increases  in  the  bill  on  the 
basis  of  the  amount  required  for  a  full  fiscal  year.  The  Department 
is  directed  to  withhold  from  use  in  1964  that  portion  of  any  such 
increased  activities  applicable  to  the  period  July  1,  1963,  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  1964  appropriation  act. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

ELECTRIFICATION  LOAN  PROGRAM 

The  success  of  the  rural  electrification  program  in  bringing  elec¬ 
tricity  to  the  farms  and  rural  areas  lias  been  an  outstanding  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  past  quarter  century.  It  has  benefited  both  the  rural 
and  urban  segments  of  the  national  economy.  The  electrification  of 
rural  areas  brought  to  rural  residents  the  advantages  of  modern 
living  which  city  people  had  long  enjoyed.  Power-type  equipment 
operated  on  farms  has  opened  a  vast  market  in  manufacturing  and 
commerce.  Nonfarm  employment  opportunities  have  expanded. 
The  rapid  growth  in  the  economy  has  in  large  part  developed  from  the 
contribution  that  REA-financed  electrification  loans  has  brought  to 
the  rural  areas. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  this  year,  the  committee  had 
presented  to  it,  as  it  has  in  the  past,  widely  divergent  views  with 
respect  to  REA  loans  for  generation  and  transmission  facilities. 

As  previously  stated,  this  committee  believes  that  both  the  rural 
electric  cooperatives  and  the  private  power  companies  who  furnish 
most  of  the  supply  of  energy  needed  to  serve  the  electric  cooperatives 
are  here  to  stay  and  they  should  make  every  effort  to  enter  into 
earnest  negotiations  in  reaching  power  supply  contracts  because  it  is 
to  the  mutual  advantage  of  the  cooperatives  and  the  private  companies 
to  enter  into  satisfactory  power  supply  arrangements. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  House  recommended  a  new 
procedure  for  REA  after  hearing  the  differing  points  of  view  sur¬ 
rounding  the  loans  made  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
for  generation  and  transmission  purposes. 

This  committee  concurs  with  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  the 
House  committee  report,  to  wit: 

Before  public  funds  are  loaned  for  power  generation  or  transmission, 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administrator,  in  connection  with  any  such 
loan,  should: 

(1)  Make  a  survey  and  determine  wherein  the  existing  contract  for 
power  or  the  proposed  contract  is  unreasonable; 

(2)  Advi-e  the  supplier  wherein  such  contract  is  unreasonable;  and 

(3)  Attempt  to  get  such  contract  modified  to  make  it  reasonable. 

Loans  should  be  made  only  when  reasonable  contracts  cannot  be 

obtained. 
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With  regard  to  any  further  generation  and  major  transmission  loan 
approved  in  excess  of  $2,000,000,  the  Administrator  shall  certify  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  the  Con¬ 
gress,  that  each  of  these  steps  has  been  taken  and  that  the  private 
supplier  had  been  given  an  opportunity  to  make  the  contract  reason¬ 
able,  specifying  the  details,  and  had  refused  or  failed  to  do  so. 

The  Administrator  also  shall  furnish  the  Comptroller  General  and 
the  Congress  on  the  date  of  approval  of  each  such  loan  application, 
the  following  information: 

(1)  The  name  and  address  of  the  applicant  borrower  and  the 
date  of  the  application. 

(2)  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  the  proposed  generation 
facilities.  Indicate  if  the  proposed  facilities  are  the  initial  or 
additional  unit  or  units  of  a  plant  comprised  of  one  or  more 
units. 

(3)  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  proposed  transmission 
facilities,  including  any  immediate  or  future  plans  to  interconnect 
with  other  transmission  systems. 

(4)  Description  of  any  long-range  plans  the  applicant  may 
have  for  construction  of  additional  generation  and  transmission 
facilities  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  planned  facilities. 

(5)  Comparison  of  the  estimated  costs  of  generation  b}T  the 
applicant  borrower  with  the  cost  of  power  available  from  existing 
suppliers,  including  the  final  offer  by  the  private  supplier  including 
terms  and  conditions  he  offered  to  meet  applicant’s  long-term 
energy  needs. 

(6)  Summary  of  the  efforts  made  by  the  applicant  and  by  REA 
to  obtain  the  applicant’s  power  and  energy  requirements  from 
existing  power  suppliers  and  the  reasons  why  such  efforts  have 
not  been  successful. 

(7)  Explanation  of  the  applicant’s  reasons  for  seeking  an 
REA  loan. 

(8)  The  amount  of  electric  energy  which  the  applicant  will 
cease  to  purchase  from  present  power  suppliers  upon  construction 
of  the  generating  plant  for  which  REA  financing  is  being  sought. 

(9)  Explanation  of  the  extent  to  which  the  feasibility  of  the 
requested  loan  for  generation  and  transmission  facilities  depends 
upon  the  use  of  a  portion  of  the  facilities  by  others  (including 
Federal  power  marketing  agencies). 

(10)  Details  of  the  applicant’s  plans  to  sell  or  otherwise  make 
available  any  of  the  power  and  energy  from  the  proposed  genera¬ 
tion  facilities  to  others  (including  Federal  power  marketing 
agencies) . 

(11)  Names  of  State  agencies  and  commissions  having  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  applicant  borrowers. 

With  respect  to  each  generation  and  transmission  loan  application, 
processed  by  REA  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  procedures,  the 
Administrator  should,  in  order  to  avoid  dilatory  tactics  or  protracted 
delays  on  the  part  of  either  party  in  such  negotiations,  establish  a 
publicly  announced  period  of  time  during  which  the  survey,  deter¬ 
minations,  and  negotiations  will  be  carried  on  prior  to  a  definite  cutoff 
date  set  by  the  Administrator. 

The  committee  is  opposed  to  the  imposition  of  dual  rates  in  power 
supply  contracts  and  believes  that  the  cooperatives  should  state  their 
needs  clearly  and  concretely,  and  that  the  suppliers  of  power  should  in 
turn  clearly  set  forth  the  terms  and  conditions  of  power  supply 
contracts. 
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The  committee  expects  the  Administrator  to  examine  into  all  com¬ 
plaints  which  may  come  to  his  attention  concerning  territorial  dis¬ 
putes  between  REA  cooperatives  and  commercial  power  companies, 
except  in  States  having  adequate  statutory  provisions  for  determining 
territorial  and  service  rights,  and  report  to  the  committee  in  January 
of  each  year  the  salient  facts  involved,  the  disposition  of  the  com¬ 
plaints,  and  the  basis  for  such  dispositions. 

The  committee  instructs  the  Administrator  of  REA  to  report  to 
both  the  Senate  and  House  Appropriations  Committees  in  writing  60 
days  in  advance  of  approving  allocations  of  funds  for  acquiring  or 
building  generating  plants  of  over  $2  million  and  major  transmission 
lines,  and  such  other  information  as  the  committee  may  request. 

SECTION  V.  LOANS 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  recommendations  in  the  House 
committee  report  that  the  Administrator  of  REA  should  not  make 
section  V  loans  in  competition  with  private  sources  of  credit,  or  as  a 
replacement  or  substitution  for  loan  funds  available  under  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act,  Public  Law  87-27.  Such  loans  should  be  very 
limited.  The  committee  requests  the  Administrator  of  REA  to 
provide  it  with  a  summary  of  pending  section  V  loan  applications 
as  well  as  a  copy  of  his  certification  to  the  Secretary  on  the  necessity 
for  making  these  loans. 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 


1963  appropriations _  ($480,  000,  000) 

1964  budget  estimate _  (495,  000,  000) 

House  bill _  (495,  000,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  (495,  000,  000) 


A  total  of  $495  million  of  loan  authorization  is  recommended  for  the 
electrification  and  telephone  programs  administered  by  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration.  The  total  amount  recommended  is 
the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  as  approved  in  the 
House  bill. 

New  loan  authorization  of  $425  million  for  the  rural  electrification 
program  is  recommended.  This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget 
estimate  and  carried  in  the  House  bill.  It  is  an  increase  of  $25  million 
of  the  1963  authorization.  The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  by 
the  House  to  place  $150  million  of  this  amount  in  the  contingency 
reserve.  For  the  telephone  program,  the  committee  recommends 
new  authorization  of  $70  million,  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimate 
and  carried  in  the  House  bill.  In  addition,  there  is  an  estimated 
carryover  of  $40.7  million  from  fiscal  1963  making  available  a  total 
of  $110.7  million  for  the  telephone  loan  program. 


30 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  19  64 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _ $10,  442,  200 

1964  budget  estimate _  11,  344,  000 

House  bill _ _ _ _ _  11,  162,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  11,  287,  000 


For  administrative  expenses  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration,  the  committee  recommends  that  $11,287,000  be  appropriated, 
an  increase  of  $844,800  over  1963,  and  an  increase  of  $125,000  over  the 
House  bill,  and  $57,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  increases  provide  $573,740  for  pay  costs,  and 
$271,060  to  strengthen  agency  field  staff  to  carry  out  administrative 
requirements  in  connection  with  the  electrification  loan  program. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 


1963  appropriations _  ($340,  000,  000) 

1964  budget  estimate _  (360,  000,  000) 

House  bill _  (360,  000,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  (360,  000,  000) 


The  direct  loan  account  was  established  in  fiscal  1962  pursuant  to 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961. 

The  committee  recommends  an  authorization  of  $60  million  for 
real  estate  loans  as  proposed  in  the  budget  and  carried  in  the  House 
bill.  This  is  an  increase  of  $10  million  over  fiscal  1963,  and  the  amount 
proposed  in  the  budget  request  and  carried  in  the  House  bill.  For 
farmownership  loans  $45  million  is  approved,  an  increase  of  $5  million 
over  1963.  An  increase  of  $5  million  is  also  approved  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  loans  making  $15  million  available.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  an  authorization  of  $300  million  for  farm-operating 
loans,  as  proposed  in  the  estimate  and  carried  in  the  House  bill,  an 
increase  of  $10  million  over  1963.  The  committee  has  approved  the 
contingency  reserve  of  $50  million  inserted  by  the  House  and  provided 
in  previous  years.  The  committee  believes  the  reserve  fund  will 
provide  for  the  orderly  control  and  use  of  the  total  amount  of  loan 
authorization  throughout  the  entire  fiscal  year. 

RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

The  committee  recommends  inclusion  in  the  bill  of  a  provision  to 
increase  the  limitation  on  the  authorization  under  section  511  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  for  rural  housing  loans  by  $25 
million.  This  additional  amount,  together  with  approximately  $150 
million  carried  forward  into  fiscal  1964,  will  only  provide  about  one- 
half  of  the  loan  authorization  required  for  this  program,  if  it  is  carried 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1964 


31 


out  in  accordance  with  the  President’s  program.  The  committee 
directs  the  Department  to  utilize  this  new  authorization,  and  the 
remaining  borrowing  authority  as  expeditiously  as  required  to  meet 
the  demand  for  rural  housing  building  loans. 

The  provision  recommended  by  the  committee  follows: 

RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

For  rural  housing  loans,  $25,000,000,  to  be  made  available 
in  addition  to  and  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the  terms  and 
conditions  applicable  to  funds  provided  under  Section  511  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  191^9,  as  amended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 


1963  appropriations _  (•) 

1964  budget  estimate _ $2,  350,  000 

House  bill _  1,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  350,  000 


1  New  program. 

i 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,350,000  to 
initiate  the  program  of  technical  assistance  and  financial  assistance  to 
public  agencies  as  authorized  under  the  rural  renewal  program  by 
section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  loans.  This 
appropriation  will  provide  for  a  few  pilot  projects  to  be  undertaken 
in  areas  of  chronic  underemployment.  In  order  for  a  designated  area 
or  group  within  such  area  to  obtain  a  loan  from  the  agency  for  develop¬ 
ment  purposes  it  must  be  designated  by  the  appropriate  State  and 
local  authorities.  The  appropriation  of  $1,350,000  is  $1  million 
under  the  estimate  and  $350,000  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the 
House  bill.  The  committee  believes  this  amount  will  be  adequate  to 
initiate  this  new  program. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  THE  ELDERLY  REVOLVING  FUND 


1963  appropriations _ $1,  000,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  5,  000,  000 

House  bill _  2,000,000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  500,  000 


The  Senior  Citizens  Housing  Act  of  1962,  approved  September  28, 
1962,  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  not  to  exceed  $50  million  for  a 
revoking  fund  to  finance  loans  to  private  nonprofit  corporations  and 
consumer  cooperatives  to  provide  rental  housing  facilities  for  elderly 
persons  of  low  income  in  rural  areas. 

The  committee  has  approved  an  appropriation  of  $3,500,000,  an 
increase  of  $1,500,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $1,500,000  under  the 
budget  estimate. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _ $35,  778,  900 

1964  budget  estimate _  39,  367,  000 

House  bill _  38,  367,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  39,  367,  000 


32 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1964 


An  appropriation  of  $39,367,000  is  recommended  for  administrat  ive 
expenses.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  an  increase  of 
$1  million  over  the  House  bill  and  an  increase  of  $3,588,100  over  1963. 

The  committee  believes  that  adequate  administrative  funds  should 
be  provided  to  enable  the  agency  to  strengthen  field  offices  and  to 
enable  the  agency  to  meet  the  demands  of  increased  loan  volume. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _ - _  $6,  799,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  7,  210,  000 

House  bill _  6,  950,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  7,  210,  000 


The  committee  recommends  a  total  of  $10,690,000  for  the  adminis¬ 
trative  and  operating  expenses  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion.  The  amounts  recommended  are  the  same  as  the  budget  estimate, 
and  an  increase  of  $210,000  over  the  amounts  provided  in  the  House 
bill,  and  $625,750  over  1963. 

The  direct  appropriation  is  recommended  at  $7,210,000,  and 
$3,480,000  is  recommended  from  the  limitation  in  the  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Corporation  fund. 

The  action  by  the  committee  provides  the  following  increases: 
$258,750  for  mandatory  pay  costs  and  $367,000  for  expansion  of  the 
experimental  insurance  program.  The  House  bill  had  recommended 
an  absorption  of  $89,000  in  pay  costs,  or  40  percent,  and  had  reduced 
the  funds  for  program  acceleration  by  $121,000. 

The  funds  provided  herein  will  enable  the  program  to  be  offered 
in  a  total  of  1,196  counties,  an  increase  of  100  counties  over  1963, 
and  will  authorize  an  increase  in  the  number  of  county  programs 
from  2,371  to  2,671.  The  funds  recommended  will  enable  the  Cor¬ 
poration  to  increase  the  number  of  commodities  insured  from  20  to  23. 

In  planning  its  experimental  program,  the  committee  recommends 
that  attention  be  given  to  expansion  of  the  experimental  insurance 
program  on  tung  nuts,  and  to  pears  and  apples  produced  in  the 
Pacific  coast  area. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 


1963  appropriations _ $2,  278,  455,  000 

1964  budget  estimate _  2,  799,  400,  000 

House  bill _  2,  500,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  699,  400,  000 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,699,400,000  to 
partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net 
realized  losses  incurred  in  fiscal  1963  for  price  support,  export,  supply, 
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and  related  programs.  The  amount  recommended  is  $420,945,000 
over  the  1963  appropriation,  and  is  $100  million  under  the  amount 
requested  in  the  budget  estimate,  and  $199,400,000  over  the  amount 
carried  in  the  House  bill.  This  appropriation  is  recommended 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  87-155,  approved  August 
17,  1961. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  ($43,  188,  500) 

1964  budget  estimate _  (41,  650,  000) 

House  bill -  (41,  650,  000) 

Committee  recommer  dation _  (41,  650,  000) 


The  committee  recommends  an  administrative  expense  limitation 
of  $41,650,000  for  expenses  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  carried  in 
the  House  bill.  The  amount  is  $1,538,500  under  the  1963  expense 
limitation,  and  the  reduction  is  due  primarily  to  savings  resulting 
from  the  elimination  of  three  field  commodity  offices. 

TITLE  IV— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Under  this  title  of  the  bill  are  carried  the  appropriations  to  reimburse 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  costs  incurred  in  carrying  out 
foreign  assistance  programs  authorized  under  various  titles  of  Public 
Law  480,  as  amended,  and  for  the  expenses  and  costs  incurred  under 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act;  and  for  the  reimbursement 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  costs  of  bartered  materials 
transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
84-540.  The  basic  authorities  under  the  various  titles  of  Public 
Law  480  establish  the  limitation  on  the  size  of  programs  for  which 
appropriations  are  authorized  to  be  made  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  reimburse  it  for  costs  incurred. 

Under  title  IV  of  this  bill  the  committee  has  recommended  total 
appropriations  for  fiscal  1964  of  $1,721,667,000.  This  amount  is 
$363,355,000  under  the  1963  appropriations  totaling  $2,085,022,000, 
and  is  $200  million  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  $167,377,000 
under  the  House  bill.  The  respective  amounts  for  each  item  are 
described  below. 

Public  Law  480 

Under  title  I — sales  of  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies — the  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,252 
million.  The  amount  recommended  is  $336,804,000  under  the  1963 
appropriations,  and  is  $200  million  under  the  estimate  and  the  House 
bill.  The  reduction  by  the  committee  does  not  in  any  way  establish 
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a  limitation  on  the  program  authorization  which  sets  forth  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  of  agreements  in  any  one  calendar  year  for  which  re¬ 
imbursement  appropriations  will  be  required. 

Under  title  II — for  costs  of  emergency  famine  relief — an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $215,451,000  is  recommended.  This  is  $34,549,000  under  the 
1963  appropriation  and  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  budget  estimate 
and  the  House  bill. 

Under  title  IV — for  long-term  supply  contracts — an  appropriation 
of  $79  million  is  recommended.  This  is  $39  million  over  the  1963 
appropriation,  the  amount  of  the  budget  request,  and  $26,485,000 
over  the  House  bill.  Within  the  amount  recommended,  $12,515,000 
is  for  prior-year  costs,  and  $66,485,000  is  for  estimated  costs  in  fiscal 
1964. 

The  committee  believes  that  use  of  this  authority  should  be  en¬ 
couraged  in  preference  to  sales  for  foreign  currencies,  provided  the 
contracts  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
embody  definite  terms  on  delivery  dates  and  on  repayment  schedules. 
If  carefully  administered,  this  program  may  become  an  effective  means 
for  the  long-range  development  of  foreign  markets  for  agricultural 
commodities. 


International  Wheat  Agreement  Act 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro priation  of  $92,356,000  for 
expenses  of  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act.  This  is 
$11,138,000  over  the  1963  appropriation  and  the  amount  of  the  esti¬ 
mate,  and  an  increase  of  $6,138,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the 
House  bill.  The  amount  provided  includes  $20,656,000  of  unre¬ 
covered  1963  costs  and  $71,700,000  of  estimated  costs  for  fiscal  1964. 
Under  this  program  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  makes  avail¬ 
able  wheat  or  wheat  flour  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  agreement, 
including  the  payment-in-kind  to  the  exporter  for  the  difference 
between  the  prevailing  sales  price  of  wheat  under  the  agreement  and 
the  market  price. 

Bartered  Materials  for  Supplemental  Stockpile 

An  appropriation  of  $82,860,000  is  recommended  for  costs  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  of  the  value  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  exchanged  for  strategic  and  other  materials  which  are  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile.  This  program  was  authorized 
under  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  $42,140,000  under  the  amount  in  the  1963  Appropriation 
Act,  and  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  estimate  and  provided  in  the 
House  bill.  Within  the  recommended  amount  is  $21,360,000  for 
prior-year  costs,  making  $61,500,000  available  for  estimated  costs  in 
fiscal  1964. 
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TITLE  V 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


1963  appropriations _  ($2,  631,  500) 

1964  budget  estimate _  (2,  785,  000) 

House  bill _  (2,  785,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  (2,  785,  000) 


The  committee  recommends  an  administrative  expense  limitation 
of  $2,785,000  for  the  operation  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 
This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  and  the  amount  approved 
by  the  House.  The  increase  of  $153,500  over  1963  is  for  pay  costs 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  87-793. 

The  Farm  Credit  Administration  is  a  supervisory  agency  established 
to  provide  the  banks  and  associations  of  the  farm  credit  system  with 
centralized  and  coordinated  supervision  and  examination  and  related 
services  deemed  essential  to  the  operation  of  the  system  in  its 
progress  toward  becoming  wholly  farmer  owned. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1963  AND  ESTIMATES  AND  AMOUNTS  RECOMMENDED 

IN  BILL  FOR  1964 
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Increase  (+)  or  decrease  (— ),  Senate  bill  com¬ 
pared  with — 

House  bill 

— $2, 633, 300 

+7,316,500 

+488, 250 

+5, 171, 450 

+2, 500, 000 

+7,671,450 

+2, 500, 000 

+5, 410, 000 

+325,000 

+5,735,000 

+6,000 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1964 

+$1,257,700 

+1, 673, 500 

-375, 750 

+2, 555, 450 

+2, 555, 450 

+2, 500, 000 

+5, 410, 000 

+325,000 

-15,000 

+5, 720, 000 

-79, 000 

Appropriations, 

1963 

+$3, 629, 150 

+7, 316,  520 

+2, 219, 100 

+13,164, 770 

-2,765,000 

+10,399,770 

+4, 620, 050 

+6, 819, 200 

+670,000 

+311,750 

-97, 460 

+7, 703, 500 

+45, 100 

Amount  recom¬ 
mended  by 
Senate  com¬ 
mittee 

i  $91, 811, 700 

66, 821, 500 

28, 126, 250 

2  186, 759, 450 

2, 500, 000 

189, 259, 450 

42, 883, 000 

70,000,000 

7, 435, 000 

3,113,000 

2, 500, 000 

83, 048, 000 

1,201,000 

Recommended 
in  House  bill 
for  1964 

$94, 445, 000 

59, 505, 000 

27, 638, 000 

>  181, 588, 000 

181,  588, 000 

40, 383, 000 

64, 590, 000 

7,110,000 

3, 113, 000 

2, 500, 000 

77, 313, 000 

1, 196, 000 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1964 

>  $90, 554, 000 

65, 148,000 

28, 502, 000 

2  184, 204, 000 

2,  500, 000 

186,704,000 

40, 383, 000 

64, 590, 000 

7,110,000 

3, 113, 000 

2,515,000 

77,328,000 

1,280,000 

Appropriations, 
1963  (including 
supplementals) 

l  $88, 182, 550 

59, 504, 980 

25, 907, 150 

2  173, 594, 680 

5, 265, 000 

178, 859, 680 

38, 262, 950 

63, 180, 800 

6, 765, 000 

2, 801, 250 

2, 597, 450 

75, 344, 500 

1.155,900 
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8  In  addition,  transfers  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  provided  as  follows:  42  Includes  $75,000,000  contingency  authorization. 

Fiscal  year  1963,  $81,379,500;  fiscal  year  1964,  $94,885,000.  43  Includes  $150,000,000  contingency  authorization. 

2  Original  estimate  of  $27,000,000  revised  by  H.  Doc.  No.  81,  dated  Mar.  12,  1963.  14  Includes  $50,000,000  contingency  authorization. 

i°  In  addition,  $225,000  transfer  from  other  appropriations  authorized.  48  In  addition,  an  estimated  $150,000,000  is  available  from  prior  authorizations. 

44  Includes  $100,000,000  contingency  authorization. 
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18  Original  estimate  of  $43,875,000  revised  by  H.  Doc.  No.  81,  dated  Mar.  12, 1963. 
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Excerpt  From  Congressional  Record  of  September  12,  1963 

Mr.  Russell.  Mr.  President,  last  October  13,  the  Senate  adopted 
Senate  Resolution  415  which  requested  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  submit  to  the  Director  of  the  Budget,  and  to  the  Congress,  the 
most  effective  program  available  for  research  to  discover  new  uses  for 
agricultural  commodities.  The  Senate  resolution  further  requested 
that  the  proposed  program  cost  not  in  excess  of  $35  million  annually 
above  the  current  allowances  for  1963  for  utilization  research  and 
development  to  discover  new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities  *  *  * 
the  details  of  the  research  proposal  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
are  contained  in  the  report  entitled  “Strengthening  Research  on  Utili¬ 
zation  of  Agricultural  Commodities.”  On  behalf  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  report  be  printed 
as  a  Senate  document. 

The  Presiding  Officer.  Is  there  objection? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  March  20,  1968. 

Hon.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

President  of  the  Senate, 

. W  ashington ,  D.C. 

f  Dear  Mr.  President:  Senate  Resolution  415,  87th  Congress, 
2d  session,  asks  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  submit  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  “*  *  *  the  most 
effective  program  available  for  research  to  discover  new  uses  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.”  The  resolution  limits  the  program  to  not 
more  than  $35  million  per  annum  above  1963  funds  for  utilization 
research. 

Attached  is  a  report  entitled  “A  Plan  for  Strengthening  Utilization 
Research  and  Development,”  prepared  in  response  to  this  resolution 
by  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  in  consultation  with  other 
agencies  of  this  Department.  The  program  described  in  this  report 
includes  new  and  expanded  studies  on  nearly  200  different  projects; 
new  and  expanded  laboratory  facilities;  and  intensified  research 
through  grants,  contracts,  and  cooperative  arrangements  with  agen¬ 
cies  outside  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  report  should  not  be  construed  as  representing,  at  this  time, 
a  recommendation  by  this  Department.  Whether  $35  million  should 
be  added  to  expenditures  for  utilization  research  is  a  question  that 
must  be  considered  by  the  executive  branch  and  the  Congress  in  the 
k light  of  general  fiscal  policy  and  the  relative  promise  of  these  projects 
'as  compared  to  projects  in  other  related  fields  of  agriculture  research. 
The  specific  projects  contained  in  the  attached  report  represent  only 
the  best  current  judgment  of  our  scientists  as  to  the  most  effective 
program  available,  in  accordance  with  the  language  of  the  resolution, 
if  a  determination  is  made  that  utilization  research  should  be  given 
that  degree  of  priority. 

Since  Senate  Resolution  415  contemplates  expansion  of  utilization 
research  as  a  means  of  solving  the  problem  of  agricultural  surpluses, 
I  would  emphasize  that  a  program  of  research  aimed  specifically 
toward  that  objective,  should  be  broader  in  scope  than  utilization 
research  as  commonly  defined.  New  uses  for  farm  products  will  not 
solve  the  farm  surplus  problem.  We  need  also  to  find  new  and 
profitable  uses  for  the  excess  resources  now  used  for  production  of 
crops  in  surplus.  Furthermore,  unless  steps  are  taken  to  dampen 
supply,  the  great  potential  capacity  of  agriculture  will  continue  to 
produce  surpluses  even  if  new  uses  for  commodities  now  in  surplus 
are  found. 

Even  within  the  more  limited  objective  of  expanding  the  use  of  farm 
products,  a  balanced  program  of  research  must  include  agronomic, 
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economic,  marketing,  and  other  closely  related  lines  of  investigation 
in  addition  to  utilization  research  in  the  usual  sense.  Acceptance 
of  farm  products  as  raw  materials  for  industry  depends  on  their 
chemical  and  physical  qualities  which,  in  turn,  may  be  modified  or 
improved  through  research  in  plant  breeding.  New  crops  that  have 
unique  properties  and  that  can  replace  old  ones  in  surplus  may  also 
require  research  on  adaptability  of  varieties  and  on  tillage  practices. 

New  products  that  may  come  from  the  laboratories  fail  to  help 
producers  unless  they  are  accepted  by  consumers  in  competition  with 
other  products  and  unless  they  are  produced,  processed,  and  marketed 
profitably.  Economic  evaluations  are  needed  to  appraise  the  nature 
and  extent  of  future  markets  for  new  derivatives  from  starch  and  other 
cereal  products ;  for  fabrics  having  modified  and  specific  characteristics; 
for  vegetable  proteins,  and  for  new  forms  of  food  products.  Searching 
for  economies  in  production,  processing,  and  handling  of  new  products^ 
and  evaluating  prospects  for  profitable  production  of  new  crops  also* 
have  a  place  in  an  effective  research  program. 

In  recent  years,  we  have  received  continued  criticism  of  the  quality 
of  U.S.  agricultural  products  in  foreign  markets.  Research  is  needed 
to  identify  the  causes  of  quality  breakdown  or  quality  deficiency;  to 
develop  procedures  for  correcting  these  quality  problems;  and  to  seek 
the  most  efficient  methods  of  handling,  packaging,  storing,  trans¬ 
porting,  receiving,  and  distributing  agricultural  products,  especially 
in  foreign  markets. 

For  all  these  reasons,  if  we  are  to  have  the  most  effective  program 
to  expand  the  demand  for  farm  products  and  the  use  of  farm  pro¬ 
duction  capacity  we  must  maintain  a  balance  between  utilization 
research,  as  we  commonly  define  it  for  budget  purposes,  and  the  types 
of  related  studies  to  which  I  have  referred.  If  added  funds  would  not 
be  available  for  these  equally  important  avenues  of  research,  I  would 
recommend  that  the  additional  $35  million  per  annum  visualized  in 
the  attached  report  be  redistributed  to  permit  some  expansion  in 
other  lines. 

Any  rapidly  expanding  research  program  will  encounter  difficulty 
in  building  a  competent  staff  and  in  arranging  for  adequate  facilities.  | 
Accordingly,  I  concur  with  a  recommendation  of  this  Department’s 
Advisory  Committee  on  Agricultural  Science  that  USDA  research 
programs  be  carried  on  in  close  cooperation  with  research  and  teaching 
at  the  universities  to  encourage  more  effective  use  of  available  com¬ 
petence  and  to  furnish  experience  for  young  scientists  who  might 
participate  in  research  while  completing  their  graduate  degrees. 

The  projected  program  in  this  report  assumes  that,  in  the  fifth 
year,  $15  million  of  the  additional  $35  million  would  be  used  in  sup¬ 
port  of  research  to  be  conducted  under  contract,  grant,  or  memo¬ 
randum  of  understanding,  in  non-Federal  facilities.  As  an  expanded 
program  progressed,  of  course,  the  distribution  of  funds  between 
direct  Federal  and  federally  supported  programs,  as  well  as  the  dis¬ 
tribution  among  the  problem  areas  and  kinds  of  projects  suggested  in 
this  report,  would  need  to  be  reviewed  and  modified,  year  bv  year,  in 
the  course  of  the  annual  budget  review  and  appropriations  processes. 

The  Advisory  Committee  on  Agricultural  Science,  a  group  of  out¬ 
standing  university  scientists,  are  now  engaged  in  a  comprehensive 
review  and  evaluation  of  all  of  the  Department’s  research  programs 
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at  my  request.  They  are  assessing  the  needs  and  potential  for  addi- 
lonal  agi  lcultural  research  in  light  ol  available  resources,  including 
the  present  and  anticipated  supply  of  trained  scientific  manpower  and 
will  develop  recommendations  on  the  most  effective  allocation  of 
scaice  lesources  to  achieve  a  well-balanced  program  of  research.  The 
C  ongress  may  wish  to  take  cognizance  of  this  Committee’s  work  in 
making  its  decision  on  expansion  of  utilization  research. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman. 
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HIGHLIGHTS 


This  report,  prepared  in  response  to  Senate  Resolution  415,  87th 
Congress,  outlines  a  program  for  increasing  the  effectiveness  of 
research  to  discover  new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities  that  could 
be  conducted  with  an  increase  of  not  to  exceed  $35  million  above 
1963  funds  for  utilization  research.  The  program  provides  for — 

Initiating  new  and  expanded  studies  immediately  on  nearly  200 
different  projects  to  expand  use  of  agricultural  commodities. 

Special  emphasis  would  be  placed  on  certain  highly  promising 
areas — cereal  and  forage  crops,  and  poultry,  dairy,  and  animal 
products.  Substantial  increases  would  be  devoted  to  work  on 
cotton  and  wool,  oilseeds,  fruits  and  vegetables,  and  new  and 
special  crops. 

Using  nearly  half  of  the  increase  in  the  first  2  years  to  provide  new 
laboratory  space  for  utilization  research  throughout  the  country. 

This  would  include,  in  the  first  year,  a  new  regional  laboratory 
in  the  Southeast  ($9.5  million)  and  an  addition  to  the  Northern 
Laboratory  at  Peoria,  Ill.,  ($8  million).  In  the  second  year, 
$15  million  would  be  used  to  build  additions  to  the  Western 
(Albany,  Calif.),  Southern  (New  Orleans,  La.),  and  Eastern 
(Wyndmoor,  Pa.)  Laboratories,  and  to  renovate  and  expand 
facilities  at  field  stations  in  Pasadena,  Calif.,  Olustee,  Fla.,  and 
Weslaco,  Tex. 

Increasing  the  total  utilization  research  effort  from  $24  million 
annually  to  $59  million,  using  both  Department  and  outside 
facilities. 

Work  in  the  Department  would  be  increased  from  $21  to  $44 
million  by  the  fifth  year.  Research  outside  the  Department — - 
through  contracts,  grants,  and  memorandums  of  understanding — 
would  be  increased  from  $2.5  million  a  year  to  a  high  of  $19 
million,  and  stabilized  at  $15  million  a  year  as  new  Department 
facilities  are  completed. 

IX 
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CONGRESSIONAL  DIRECTIVE 

Senate  Resolution  415,  87th  Congress,  2d  session,  October  13,  1962, 
states: 

Whereas  the  vast  accumulation  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  at  the  expense  of  the  American  taxpayer, 
presents  this  Nation  one  of  its  most  serious  domestic  problems  involving  the 
expenditure  of  billions  of  dollars  for  storage,  handling,  and  transportation  alone; 
and 

Whereas  this  condition  makes  it  not  only  desirable  but  necessary  that  ap¬ 
propriate  steps  be  taken  to  decrease  the  enormous  expenditures  and  wastage 
involved  in  the  accumulation,  handling,  and  storage  of  said  surpluses;  and 

Whereas  the  United  States  has  neglected  adequate  research  in  finding  new 
means  to  utilize  these  vast  surpluses  for  the  benefit  of  the  American  people  who 
have  contributed  almost  twenty-seven  billion  dollars  to  the  farm  program  since 
1952:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  hereby  respectfully  requests  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  submit  to  the  Director  of  the  Budget  and  to  the 
Congress  in  time  to  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  first  supplemental 
appropriation  bills  before  the  Congress  in  the  88th  Congress  the  most  effective 
program  available  for  research  to  discover  new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities; 
and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  be  requested  to  limit  this  program  to  items  costing 
not  in  excess  of  thirty-five  million  dollars  per  annum  above  current  allowances 
for  1963  for  utilization  research  to  discover  new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities. 
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A  PLAN  FOR  STRENGTHENING  UTILIZATION  RESEARCH 

AND  DEVELOPMENT 

A  Report  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 


SUMMARY 

Farmers,  processors,  consumers — all  gain  from  a  vigorous  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  effort.  In  fact,  benefits  to  the  Nation’s  economy  in 
recent  years  have  amounted  to  $25  for  each  dollar  spent  on  this  work. 

Utilization  research  has  made  lasting  impressions  on  our  economy 
and  the  way  we  live.  For  example,  improved  processing  technology 
made  soybeans  a  major  source  of  vegetable  oil  for  food  and  industrial 
uses.  Wash-and-wear  cottons  halted  the  inroads  by  synthetic 
fibers  on  cotton  markets.  Tallow  and  greases  that  lost  their  tradi¬ 
tional  markets  in  soap  were  made  into  plastics  and  feeds.  Frozen 
orange  juice  concentrate  and  instant  potatoes  revolutionized  the 
processing  and  distribution  of  these  foods. 

There  are  also  many  less  tangible  benefits.  What  value  can  be 
placed  on  a  development  like  the  large-scale  commercialization  of 
penicillin?  Or  the  development  of  dextran  as  a  blood  plasma  extender? 
Or  a  method — if  we  ever  need  it — of  removing  radioactive  strontium  90 
from  milk? 

Considering  achievements  of  the  past  and  the  promise  for  the  future, 
an  expanded  program  of  utilization  research  can  be  counted  on  to 
serve  the  national  interest. 

Expansion  of  Utilization  Research  Proposed 

In  response  to  a  request  from  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  this 
report  proposes  to  expand  the  utilization  research  effort  by  $35  million 
annually — the  ceiling  set  by  the  Senate.  This  would  increase  the 
total  program  from  $24  to  $59  million  a  year. 

Nearly  half  of  the  increase  in  the  first  2  years  would  be  used  to 
construct  urgently  needed  facilities.  This  would  include,  in  the  first 
year,  a  new  utilization  laboratory  in  the  Southeast  ($9.5  million)  and 
an  addition  to  the  Northern  Laboratory  at  Peoria,  Ill.  ($8  million). 

The  new  facility  in  the  Southeast  would  provide  modern  laboratories 
and  pilot  plants  for  a  concerted  research  attack  on  new  and  improved 
uses  of  poultry  and  eggs,  fruits  and  vegetables,  and  other  commodities 
of  that  region.  Such  work  is  now  divided  among  the  four  existing 
laboratories.  Research  on  screening  and  evaluating  new  crops  would 
also  be  consolidated  in  the  Southeastern  Laboratory. 

The  addition  to  the  Northern  Laboratory  would  include  space 
needed  to  expand  research  on  industrial  uses  for  major  cereal  and 
oilseed  crops. 
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In  the  second  year,  $15  million  would  be  used  to  build  additions  to 
the  Western,  Southern,  and  Eastern  Laboratories,  and  to  renovate 
and  expand  facilities  at  field  stations  in  California,  Texas,  and  Florida. 

Research  would  be  increased  at  once  across  a  broad  front.  Since 
there  is  limited  room  for  expansion  in  the  Department’s  present 
facilities,  most  of  the  new  funds  in  the  first  2  years  would  be  used  to 
collaborate  with  universities  and  other  public  and  private  institutions 
through  contracts,  grants,  and  cooperative  arrangements. 

Over  a  5-year  period,  research  in  the  Department’s  facilities  would 
be  increased  from  $21  million  to  $44  million  a  year.  Work  outside 
the  Department  would  be  increased  from  $2.5  million  a  year  to  a 
high  of  $19  million,  and  stabilized  at  $15  million  as  new  Department 
facilities  are  completed. 

The  first  year’s  increases  would  be  devoted  to  nearly  200  different 
projects  throughout  the  utilization  research  program.  Special  em¬ 
phasis  would  be  placed  on  two  highly  promising  areas — cereal  and 
forage  crops;  and  poultry,  dairy,  and  animal  products.  Substantial 
increases  would  be  allotted  to  work  on  cotton  and  wool,  oilseeds, 
fruits  and  vegetables,  and  new  and  special  crops. 

In  subsequent  years,  additional  opportunities  would  be  exploited. 

Some  Opportunities  for  Utilization  Research 

Here  are  a  few  of  the  opportunities — some  of  them  already  near  at 
hand — for  further  gains  from  utilization  research: 

CEREAL  AND  FORAGE  CROPS 

Starch — which  makes  up  70  percent  of  cereal  grains — can  find  new 
outlets  in  paper,  films,  fibers,  plastics,  and  coatings.  New  adhesives 
resist  water  and  have  great  holding  power. 

Entirely  new  organic  chemicals,  created  through  fermentation  of 
grain,  can  be  used  by  industry  in  a  wide  variety  of  processes. 

Our  winter  wheats  can  be  treated  to  make  them  more  acceptable  in 
world  markets.  Low-cost  wheat  products — such  as  parboiled,  pearled, 
and  fermented  foods — -can  be  developed  for  use  in  low-income  countries 
where  the  use  of  wheat  will  increase  as  the  standard  of  living  rises. 

Byproducts  of  wheat  milling  can  be  upgraded  into  concentrates 
that  are  rich  in  vitamins,  antibiotics,  hormones,  and  other  growth- 
promoting  substances. 

More  nutritious  dehydrated  forages,  more  efficiently  processed,  can 
move  into  ready  markets  both  here  and  abroad. 

POULTRY,  DAIRY,  AND  ANIMAL  PRODUCTS 

New  poultry,  dairy,  and  animal  products — desirable  and  attractively 
priced- — can  give  our  people  better  diets  as  well  as  increase  the  use  of 
crops  and  acres.  Freeze-dried  meat  and  poultry  are  among  the 
possibilities. 

A  fully  acceptable  dry  whole  milk  can  lower  milk  costs  enough  to 
increase  consumption  by  10  percent. 

Convenience  foods  such  as  canned  meat  and  poultry  dishes,  dehy¬ 
drated  eggs,  dairy  spreads,  and  low-fat  cheeses  can  expand  the  demand 
for  livestock  products. 
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Leather  can  regain  and  expand  its  markets  through  chemical  modi¬ 
fication  to  make  it  more  attractive  for  use  in  apparel. 

Fats  can  be  turned  into  improved  detergents,  lubricants,  and 
plastics. 

COTTON  AND  WOOL 

Chemical  modification  can  improve  cotton  for  hundreds  of  different 
uses:  comfortable  cotton  garments  that  hold  their  appearance  and 
truly  need  no  ironing;  attractive,  durable  cotton  cloth  that  resists  soil¬ 
ing  and  staining  in  our  homes;  strong  fabrics  that  are  economical  for 
industrial  use.  Research  can  help  to  reverse  the  decline  in  cotton’s 
markets  in  the  face  of  competition  from  synthetic  fibers. 

Wool  can  meet  the  challenge  of  synthetics  if  its  desirable  character¬ 
istics  are  improved  and  new  characteristics  are  imparted  through 
research. 

OILSEEDS 

With  the  unique  chemical  properties  that  nature  has  built  into 
vegetable  oils,  research  can  help  them  obtain  a  significant  share  of 
today’s  growing  markets  for  industrial  chemicals.  Plastics,  elas¬ 
tomers,' surface-active  agents,  and  other  products  are  potential  out¬ 
lets. 

The  intrinsic  value  of  oils  and  protein  meals  can  be  enhanced  to 
make  them  more  competitive — especially  in  foreign  markets. 

Vegetable  oils  are  already  important  as  foods,  and  additional  food 
products  can  be  developed.  For  example,  soybeans,  cottonseed,  and 
peanuts  have  physical,  chemical,  and  nutritive  properties  that  can 
make  their  protein  concentrates  useful  in  domestic  foods  and  in 
supplying  deficits  in  foreign  markets. 

FRUITS  AND  VEGETABLES 

A  good  processed  food  that  is  convenient  to  prepare  and  acceptable 
in  price  can  revolutionize  the  production  and  distribution  of  a  com¬ 
modity — as  we  have  seen  in  the  case  of  citrus  fruit  and  potatoes. 
Many  other  commodities  can  benefit  from  research  on  dehydration 
and  development  of  new  products.  Among  the  possibilities  are  puffed 
vegetable  and  fruit  pieces  that  rehydrate  rapidly,  improved  fruit  and 
vegetable  juice  powders,  and  new  fermented  vegetable  products. 

NEW  AND  SPECIAL  PLANTS 

Tobacco  can  meet  changing  domestic  requirements  and  increasing 
foreign  competition,  given  more  scientific  knowledge  of  the  composi¬ 
tion  of  tobacco  and  its  smoke. 

Heavy  losses  in  sugar  production  can  be  reduced  by  research  to 
develop  improved  methods  of  handling  and  processing  beets  and  cane. 

Modernization  of  maple-sap  processing  can  give  thousands  of  rural 
people  in  14  States  an  opportunity  to  improve  their  incomes. 

Research  can  provide  new  markets  for  naval  stores  by  developing 
industrial  chemicals  from  turpentine  and  improved  paper  sizes  from 
pine  gum  and  gum  rosin. 
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Exploration  for  new  crops  can  have  far-reaching  results,  as  we  have 
seen  in  the  case  of  soybeans.  Seeds  containing  unique  oils  are  of 
particular  interest.  This  is  a  vast  field — only  about  3,500  samples 
out  of  the  250,000  known  species  of  plants  have  so  far  been  analyzed. 

Scientific  Effort  Commensurate  With  Need 

In  summary,  we  propose  a  broad  expansion  of  utilization  research, 
building  on  the  solid  base  of  the  last  20  years. 

This  is  not  a  crash  program.  It  provides  for  a  steady,  healthy 
growth  of  this  Federal  scientific  effort  to  a  size  and  strength  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  Nation’s  need. 


THE  UTILIZATION  RESEARCH  PROGRAM  AS  IT  IS  TODAY 

Legislative  History 

Recurring  periods  of  agricultural  surpluses  following  World  War  I, 
prompted  the  Congress  to  direct  that  a  comprehensive  study  be  made 
to  determine  whether  an  intensive  research  program  aimed  at  de¬ 
veloping  expanded  uses  for  farm  products  would  be  worth  while. 

The  report  of  this  study  (S.  Doc.  65,  76th  Cong.,  April  1939), 
reflecting  the  judgment  of  experts  in  the  State  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  stations  and  most  of  American  industry,  concluded  that  such 
an  intensive  research  program  was  needed  and  warranted.  As  a 
consequence,  Congress,  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
directed  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture — • 

to  establish,  equip,  and  maintain  four  regional  research  laboratories,  one  in  each 
major  farm  producing  area,  and  at  such  laboratories  to  conduct  researches  into 
and  to  develop  new  scientific,  chemical,  and  technical  uses  and  new  and  extended 
markets  and  outlets  for  farm  commodities  and  products  and  byproducts  thereof. 
Such  research  and  development  shall  be  devoted  primarily  to  those  commodities 
in  which  there  are  regular  or  seasonal  surpluses,  and  their  products  and  by¬ 
products. 

In  discussions  during  hearings  before  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  House  of  Representatives,  on 
the  Agricultjiral  Department  appropriation  bill  for  1940,  it  was  made 
clear  that  Congress  intended  that  the  research  “to  develop  new 
scientific,  chemical,  and  technical  uses”  should  include  food  as  well 
as  industrial  uses.  Authorizations  were  broadened  to  permit  the 
Department  to  support  research  by  contract  in  the  Research  and 
Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

The  four  laboratories  were  constructed  in  1939 — 41  at  Peoria,  Ill., 
New  Orleans,  La.;  Wyndmoor,  Pa.;  and  Albany,  Calif. 

Appropriation  History 

For  several  years,  each  of  the  utilization  laboratories  operated  on  an 
annual  budget  of  approximately  $1  million.  In  the  mid-1940’s,  the 
several  small  field  laboratories  of  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  and 
Industrial  Chemistry,  which  existed  prior  to  the  establishment  of  the 
utilization  laboratories,  were  placed  under  the  direction  of  these 
laboratories  and  funds  were  merged. 

Since  that  tune,  appropriations  for  utilization  research  have  been 
increased  in  some  years  and  decreased  in  others,  as  shown  in  table  1 
for  the  years  from  1948  to  the  present.  Manpower  figures  are  in¬ 
cluded  to  permit  comparison  of  growth  in  dollars  and  growth  in  pro¬ 
fessional  manpower  over  the  past  15  years.  During  this  period, 
utilization  research  has  been  able  to  increase  by  only  30  percent 
itsjlevel  of  operations,  as  measured  by  the  number  of  professional 
man-years  that  annual  appropriations  have  supported,  despite  a 
2%-fold  increase  in  appropriations. 
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Table  1. — Appropriations  for  utilization  research  and  development,  19 f 8-62 
{adjusted  for  comparability  with  1963  appropriation  structure) 


Year 

Appropri¬ 
ations,  sala¬ 
ries  and 
expenses  1 

Professional 

personnel 

Professional 
personnel  per 
million 
dollars 

1948 _ _ _ — . . . . 

Thousands 

2  $7,  777 
8,440 
9,  070 
8. 624 
8,415 
8,202 
8,319 
9,177 
9,623 
211,415 

2 13, 261 
16, 066 
16, 118 
18, 188 

2 18, 787 

Number 

682 

88 

1949 . . . . . 

798 

95 

1950 . . . . . . . 

802 

88 

1951 . . — . - . 

690 

80 

1952 . . . . . 

640 

76 

1953 . . . . . . . . . . 

650 

79 

1954 . . . . . . 

650 

78 

1955 . . . . . 

740 

81 

1956 . . . . . . . . 

740 

77 

1957 . . . . . . 

797 

70 

1958 _ _ _ _ _ _ 

822 

62 

1959 . . . . . . . . 

823 

51 

1960 . . . . . . . . . 

866 

64 

1961 _ _ _ _ _ 

887 

49 

1962 . . . . . . . . 

922 

49 

1  Excludes  $6,000  for  allocations  from  special  fund  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960, 1961,  and  1962. 

2  Excludes  the  following  nonrecurring  construction  items: 

1948— $330,000  for  Citrus  Fruit  Laboratory,  Pasadena,  Calif. 

1957—  $785,000  for  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Products  Laboratory,  Winter  Haven,  Fla. 

1958 —  $105,000  for  wool  processing  building,  Albany,  Calif. 

*  Excludes  $209,200  allocated  from  the  contingency  research  fund. 

How  Funds  Abe  Being  Used  in  Fiscal  Yeab  1963 

Table  2  indicates  by  commodity  groups  how  funds  appropriated  for 
utilization  research  and  development  were  employed  in  fiscal  year 
1962,  as  well  as  how  these  funds  and  the  additional  $4,975,000  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  year  1963  are  being  employed.  The  fiscal  year  1963 
increase  is  further  broken  down  to  indicate  the  manner  of  expendi¬ 
ture — that  is,  whether  for  intramural  or  extramural  research. 

Table  2  also  indicates  that  in  fiscal  year  1962,  30  percent  of  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  was  basic  research;  70  percent  was  applied  research  and 
development.  In  fiscal  year  1963,  half  of  the  new  funds  available  for 
utilization  research  and  development  will  be  devoted  to  basic  research, 
raising  the  overall  proportion  of  total  funds  devoted  to  basic  research 
to  33  percent. 

Table  2. —  Use  of  funds,  fiscal  year  1963 


[Dollars  In  thousands] 


Commodities 

Base  funds 
fiscal  year 
1962 

Distribution  of  increase 
of  $4,  975,000  in  fiscal 
year  1963 

Total 

increase 

Base  funds 
fiscal  year 
1963 

Intra¬ 
mural  1 

Extra¬ 
mural  2 

Cereals  and  forage  crops _ 

Cotton,  wool,  and  other  fibers _ 

Fruits  and  vegetables _ 

Oilseeds _ _ 

New  and  special  plants _ _ _ 

Poultry,  dairy,  and  animal  products . 

Total. . . . 

Basin  rp.sparp.h  (pp.rpp.rit.) . . 

$4,031 

3,991 

2,882 

2,165 

1,744 

3,980 

$565 

555 

445 

380 

200 

805 

$635 

395 

230 

270 

495 

$1,200 

950 

675 

650 

200 

1,300 

$5,231 

4,941 

3,557 

2,815 

1,944 

5,280 

18, 793 

2,950 

2,026 

4,975 

23, 768 

30 

50 

33 

■  In  Department  laboratories. 

2  In  non-Federal  facilities  supported  by  contract,  grant,  or  memorandum  of  understanding. 


RESEARCH  ON  UTILIZATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES  7 

GOALS 

The  aim  of  utilization  research  is  to  expand  traditional  outlets  and 
to  develop  new  industrial  and  food  products  and  processes  utilizing 
American  farm  products,  particularly  those  in  surplus.  It  achieves 
its  objectives  through  basic  research  on  the  chemical,  physical,  and 
biological  properties  of  farm  products;  developmental  research  on  new 
processes  and  products;  and  engineering  pilot-plant  operations  to 
adapt  new  laboratory  products  and  processes  to  commercial  practice. 

Utilization  research  employs  the  following  guidelines  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  industrial  uses  on  the  one  hand  and  food  uses  on  the  other: 

Ideal  industrial  outlets  to  be  developed  should  provide  a  profit¬ 
able  market  for  agricultural  products  in  surplus  or  a  profitable 
use  for  the  excess  productive  capacity  of  agricultural  resources. 

Agricultural  raw  materials  have  useful  properties  not  found  in 
fossile  raw  materials  such  as  coal  and  petroleum.  Advantage  is 
taken  of  these  properties  in  the  chemical  conversion  of  these 
commodities  to  useful  industrial  products. 

Utilization  research  recognizes  the  problems  it  faces  in  expand¬ 
ing  markets  for  food — -that  the  demand  for  food  products  is 
inelastic  in  the  domestic  market,  and,  that  the  increased  con¬ 
sumption  of  one  food  product  may  displace  another.  De¬ 
spite  this  situation,  there  are  four  areas  where  utilization  research 
can  expand  the  markets  for  food  and  feed  in  ways  which  would  be 
profitable  to  the  farmer,  namely: 

1.  Research  leading  to  increased  exports  of  food  products  can 
expand  agricultural  markets.  Utilization  research  can  improve 
the  quality  and  stability  of  processed  products,  improve  tech¬ 
nology,  and  reduce  costs  of  processing,  transportation,  and  ware¬ 
housing. 

2.  Utilization  research  can  lead  to  an  increased  use  of  animal 
products  in  the  diet.  Red  meats,  poultry,  eggs,  and  dairy 
products  provide  a  more  attractive  diet  and  require  more  agri¬ 
cultural  resources.  A  1-percent  increase  in  livestock  production 
will  increase  feed  use  equivalent  to  80.5  million  bushels  of  corn. 
Increased  consumption  will  follow  if  retail  cost  is  lowered  by 
reducing  processing  and  distribution  costs  and  by  assuring 
economic  returns  for  byproduct  hides  and  fats. 

3.  Utilization  research  can  assist  each  commodity  by  making 
available  its  inherent  desirable  properties  to  consumers  in  the 
most  attractive  and  convenient  forms  which  technological 
advancement  and  economic  costs  permit. 

4.  Utilization  research  leading  to  increased  efficiency  of  feeds — 
reduction  of  growth  inhibitors  and  concentration  of  growth 
promoters — can  contribute  to  lower  costs  of  meat  production. 
The  development  of  efficient  and  economical  feeds  will  facilitate 
the  exports  of  feeds  and  animal  products. 

Utilization  research  has  the  following  specific  goals: 

1.  To  create  new,  commercially  feasible  food,  fiber,  and  in¬ 
dustrial  products  from  farm  commodities  that  are  geared  to 
consumer  desires. 

2.  To  improve  existing  processed  products  from  farm  sources 
to  maintain  them  in  traditional  markets  and  expand  their  use 
into  new  ones. 
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3.  To  develop  nonfood  products  from  agricultural  commodities 
at  food  prices  that  will  halt  and  ultimately  reverse  the  downward 
trend  in  per  capita  consumption  of  many  farm  commodities  for 
nonfood  uses  that  has  occurred  during  the  last  decade. 

4.  To  develop  agricultural  products  tailor  made  for  export 
markets. 

5.  To  conduct  the  chemical  and  engineering  investigations 
necessary  to  develop  new  crops  with  high  market  potential  as 
alternates  to  those  in  serious  surplus. 

6.  To  develop  products  and  processes  adaptable  to  economic 
exploitation  in  rural  areas. 

7.  To  develop  basic  information — embracing  chemical,  phys¬ 
ical,  biological,  and  engineering  sciences — on  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  to  provide  the  basis  for  technological  applications  to  meet 
present  and  future  practical  needs. 

8.  To  provide  competent  guidance  and  aid  in  the  development 
and  prosecution  of  an  effective  utilization  research  program 
financed  by  foreign  currencies  (Public  Law  480). 

9.  To  be  adequately  prepared  to  cooperate  with  other  agencies 
or  departments  in  the  conduct  of  researches  vital  to  the  Nation’s 
welfare  and  security. 

10.  To  use  its  steadily  accumulating  technical  knowledge  and 
increasing  staff  competence  to  serve  in  advisory  capacity  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  to  the  Congress,  and  to  the  general 
public  on  the  merits  of  proposed  technological  solutions  to 
agricultural  utilization  problems. 

11.  To  continue  to  assume  major  responsibility  for  prosecuting 
an  effective  program  of  utilization  research  because  individual 
farmers  cannot  do  it,  organizations  of  farmers  and  the  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations  are  unable  to  support  programs 
of  the  scale  and  scope  essential  to  success,  and  industry  has  no 
obligation  for  research  beyond  that  required  to  serve  its  own 
ends. 

Accomplishments 

Utilization  research  has  contributed  to  increasing  farm  income,  to 
the  establishment  of  rural  industries,  and  to  the  variety  and  utility 
of  products  available  to  the  consumer.  It  has  devised  new,  less 
costly,  more  attractive  and  more  nutritious  foods.  It  has  developed 
practical,  new  industrial  uses  taking  advantage  of  those  built-in 
properties  of  agricultural  products  which  cannot  be  had  at  lesser  cost 
'rom  petroleum,  coal,  or  other  raw  materials.  It  has  shielded  the 
farmer’s  existing  outlets  in  industry  against  invasion  by  synthetics. 

Examples  of  significant  accomplishments  of  utilization  research  in 
which  the  Department  has  played  a  key  role  are : 

The  development  of  the  processing  technology  that  has  made 
the  soybean  a  major  source  of  vegetable  oil  for  edible  and  indus¬ 
trial  purposes  and  of  high  protein  meal  for  the  Nation’s  livestock 
and  poultry  industries. 

The  halting  of  inroads  by  synthetic  fibers  on  cotton  markets 
through  the  development  of  wash-and-wear  cottons  that  are 
responsible  for  the  use  of  more  than  1  million  bales  of  American 
cotton  annually  than  would  now  be  used  without  this  develop¬ 
ment. 
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The  development  of  new  uses  for  more  than  600  million 
pounds  annually  of  tallow  and  greases  that  have  been  displaced 
from  traditional  soap  markets  by  synthetic  detergents. 

The  development  of  penicillin  as  a  practical  pharmaceutical 
and  feed  additive  of  incalculable  value. 

The  development,  in  cooperation  with  the  Florida  Citrus 
Commission,  of  a  satisfactory  frozen  orange  juice  concentrate 
which  has  led  to  expansion  in  the  production  of  oranges  with  an 
attendant  increase  in  farm  income. 

The  facts  with  respect  to  cotton  and  fats  are  specific,  dramatic 
examples  of  the  value  of  utilization  research  in  contributing  to  the 
domestic  nonfood  use  of  agricultural  commodities.  Per  capita  dis¬ 
appearance  of  cotton  in  1960  was  23.5  pounds;  without  products 
made  available  through  utilization  research  this  would  have  been 
only  20.5  pounds.  Per  capita  disappearance  of  fats  and  oils  in  1959 
was  24  pounds;  without  products  made  available  through  utilization 
research,  this  would  have  been  only  20  pounds. 

In  its  two  decades  of  operation,  USDA  utilization  research  and 
development  has  added  over  $2.5  billion  to  the  value  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  at  a  research  cost  of  less  than  $175  million;  a  benefit-to-cost 
ratio  of  nearly  15  to  1.  Each  succeeding  year  has  given  more  return 
per  year  for  the  total  research  expenditure.  During  the  past  5  years, 
for  example,  the  benefit-to-cost  ratio  has  increased  25  to  1.  With 
adequate  support,  this  increasing  rate  of  return  is  expected  to  continue. 

Planning  Ahead — Potentials  and  Limitations 

To  guide  research  decisions,  plans,  and  operations,  the  product  and 
process  evaluation  staff  of  utilization  research  and  development  has 
prepared  and  keeps  current  a  research  planning  document  entitled, 
“A  Program  for  the  Expansion  of  Markets  for  Surplus  Agricultural 
Commodities  Through  Utilization  Research.” 

This  “blueprint”  for  research  programing  takes  into  account  the 
ever  changing  economics  and  outlook  for  the  production  and  use  of 
all  agricultural  commodities,  and  the  technological  potentials  and 
limitations  of  utilization  research  in  each  commodity  area.  It  also 
takes  into  account  research  proposed  in  the  several  special  studies 
that  have  been  made  of  utilization  research  in  the  past  5  years,  by 
witnesses  before  congressional  Appropriation  Committees,  by  Depart¬ 
ment  advisers,  consultants  and  collaborators,  by  farm,  industry  and 
trade  organizations,  and  by  the  Agricultural  Research  Administrator 
and  his  utilization  research  and  development  staff  for  approaching 
the  solution  of  problems  associated  with  surpluses. 

This  document  represents  a  careful  sifting  and  evaluation  of  re¬ 
search  proposals  in  the  light  of  all  relevant  factors.  It  provides  a 
realistic  working  guide  for  assuring  that  available  funds  are  being 
directed  to,  and  that  additional  funds  are  requested  for,  the  researches 
that  have  greatest  potential  and  promise  for  prompt  culmination  in 
developments  that  will  provide  substantial  economic  markets  for 
major  surpluses. 

All  factors  considered,  there  are  four  major  contributions  utilization 
research  and  development  can  make  to  alleviation  of  the  surplus 
problem.  These  four  are  discussed  briefly  below.  All  of  them  depend 
on  continued  accumulation  of  new  and  precise  knowledge  of  the 
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chemical  and  physical  makeup  of  our  agricultural  commodities 
and  its  application  to  their  more  efficient  use  in  traditional  forms,  as 
well  as  to  the  development  through  chemical  modification  of  wholly 
new  and  better  products  for  industrial  use.  All  of  them  also  depend 
on  commercial  acceptability  of  products  and  processes  developed. 
Industry  will  adopt  only  those  products  and  processes  that  it  can  make 
or  use  profitably. 

Industrial  chemicals 

The  organic  chemical  industry  annually  turns  out  some  15  billion 
pounds  of  plastics,  detergents,  plasticizers,  elastomers  and  a  great 
variety  of  solvents  and  other  useful  products.  These  fields  are  grow¬ 
ing  at  rates  as  high  as  10  percent  or  more  per  year. 

Substantially  all  of  these  products  could  be  made  from  agricultural 
raw  materials  and,  in  fact,  at  least  2  billion  pounds  of  starch,  linseed 
oil,  soybean  oil,  animal  fat,  and  other  farm-product  materials  are  now 
so  used.  Nevertheless,  most  synthetics  are  actually  based  on  petro¬ 
leum  or  coal.  These  are  available  at  low  and  stable  prices,  supply 
and  quality  are  constant  and  above  all  they  have  properties  which 
adapt  them  to  processing  to  the  desired  end  product  by  economical 
means.  In  many  cases,  accordingly,  there  is  little  opportunity  for 
agricultural  commodities  to  displace  them  in  present  uses,  for  example, 
in  manufacture  of  industrial  alcohol  and  certain  other  solvents. 

In  other  applications,  however,  the  specific  attributes  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  make  it  possible,  despite  their  higher  unit  cost,  to 
manufacture  from  them  desirable  and  needed  end  products  at  costs 
lower  than  those  of  the  equivalent  product  produced  from  fossil  raw 
materials.  Epoxy  plasticizers  prepared  from  agricultural  fats  and 
oils  are  prime  examples.  They  are  now  accounting  for  40  million  or 
more  pounds  per  year  and  their  use  in  vinyl  plastics  is  expanding 
rapidly.  The  vinyl  esters  of  fatty  acids  is  another  recently  com¬ 
mercialized  example. 

“Cereal-pulp”  products,  consisting  of  chemically  converted  wheat 
flour  or  cereal  starches  precipitated  by  inexpensive  processes  on  wood- 
pulp  fibers  in  amounts  up  to  45  percent  cereal  product,  yield  papers  of 
higher  dry  and  wet  tensile  strengths  than  all-wood-pulp  papers.  If 
initial  findings  are  borne  out  in  larger  scale  tests,  this  development  has 
excellent  potential  for  improving  a  variety  of  paper  products — 
newsprint,  coating  adhesives,  coarse  paper,  and  building  and  insulating 
boards — and  would  require  the  use  of  100  to  180  million  bushels  of 
grain. 

Opportunities  are  unlimited,  but  research  projects  must  be  chosen 
with  great  care  to  assure  that  the  chemical  structure  advantages  with 
which  nature  has  endowed  our  products  are  exploited  to  the  fullest. 
In  no  other  way  can  the  cost  advantage  of  fossil  raw  materials  be 
compensated. 

Textiles  and  fibers 

The  natural  fibers  constitute  a  special  category  of  attractive  agri¬ 
cultural  raw  materials  for  industry.  The  development  of  wash-wear 
cotton  has  already  maintained  the  market  for  more  than  1  million 
bales  per  year  according  to  an  authoritative  estimate. 

Utilization  research  is  making  further  important  contributions  to 
the  perfecting  of  this  as  well  as  other  improved  products,  perhaps  less 
spectacular,  but  nonetheless  vital  to  the  position  of  cotton  and  wool 


RESEARCH  ON  UTILIZATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES  11 

in  competition  with  the  synthetics  pouring  from  the  well-supported 
research  laboratories  of  industry  in  ever-increasing  volume. 

Improved  food  products 

Over  the  past  half  century  our  food  habits  have  undergone  continu¬ 
ous  adjustment  to  our  new  modes  of  living.  Our  bodily  calorie  needs 
are  lessened  and  we  are  enabled  through  modern  technology  and 
transportation  facilities  to  choose  from  a  vastly  greater  variety  of 
foods  than  formerly.  Today’s  housewife,  with  her  infinitely  varied 
fields  of  interest,  no  longer  has  time  or  inclination  to  pluck  chickens, 
peel  potatoes,  or  squeeze  oranges. 

These  operations  and  a  great  many  others  can  be  effectively  per¬ 
formed  on  a  factory  line  and  it  has  long  since  been  demonstrated  that 
convenience  foods  can  be  sold  in  such  volume  as  to  change  the  entire 
aspect  of  an  industry  provided  acceptable  quality  and  reasonable  price 

>is  offered.  Oven-ready  poultry  and  frozen  citrus  juice  concentrates 
are  examples.  A  similar  revolution  is  in  progress  in  potato  marketing. 
It  has  stemmed  the  downward  trend  in  per  capita  consumption  of 
potatoes. 

These  and  related  developments  will  have  a  vital  effect  on  the  util¬ 
ization  of  every  commodity  and  each  product  must  be  active  in 
research  lest  his  be  passed  by  and  surpluses  be  accumulated. 

There  is  an  important  potential  for  surplus  utilization  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  improved  animal  products.  It  requires  6  to  10  pounds 
of  feed  grain  or  its  equivalent  to  produce  a  pound  of  meat.  A  10- 
percent  increase  in  present  rates  of  consumption  would  require  our 
annual  grain  surplus  accretion  for  its  production. 

Utilization  research  can  make  important  contributions  to  bringing 
about  increased  consumption  of  animal  products  through  the  develop¬ 
ment  from  them  of  new  and  attractive  foods  excellent  in  quality, 
convenient  in  preparation  for  the  table,  and  at  prices  which  will 
encourage  consumption.  It  can  contribute,  too,  through  development 
of  cost-reducing  processes  for  distribution — frozen  meat,  for  example. 

Feeds  ] 

Utilization  research  can  contribute,  through  development  of  im- 
)  proved  feeds,  to  reduction  of  costs  in  production  of  livestock  products. 
It  has  long  been  known  that  the  demand  for  these  is  strongly  respon¬ 
sive  to  variation  in  price. 

Progress  thus  far  made  assures  that  further  successes  will  attend 
work  in  the  laboratories.  High-quality  cottonseed  meal  for  feeding 
poultry — a  new  market  of  350,000-400,000  tons — resulted  from  a 
collaborative  effort  between  the  Department,  State  experiment  sta¬ 
tions,  and  industry  in  producing  meals  of  lower  gossypol  content  and 
higher  nutritional  value. 

At  least  500  million  pounds  of  inedible  animal  fat,  otherwise  sur¬ 
plus,  is  being  used  annually  by  the  feed  industry. 

Highly  successful  commercial  processes  for  the  production  of  the 
antibiotic,  penicillin,  and  riboflavin  (vitamin  B2)  have  been  worth 
several  hundred  million  dollars  in  reducing  the  costs  of  producing 
poultry  and  swine. 

A  practical  method  of  stabilizing  some  of  the  more  valuable  nutri¬ 
ents — carotene,  vitamins  E  and  K,  and  xanthophylls — of  dehydrated 
alfalfa  was  developed  using  a  chemical  known  as  ethoxy  quin.  During 
the  1961  season,  90  percent  of  all  forage  artificially  dehydrated  in  the 
United  States  was  treated  with  this  chemical. 


A  PLAN  FOR  USE  OF  AN  ADDITIONAL  $35  MILLION  PER 

ANNUM 


General  Plan 

The  general  plan  is  presented  in  tables  3  and  4  and  supported  by 
details  in  the  pages  that  follow.  It  provides  for  the  most  effective 
use  of  an  additional  $35  million  per  annum  in  research  to  discover 
new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities.  The  plan  recognizes  the  needs 
and  opportunities  for  utilization  research  now  and  in  the  years  im¬ 
mediately  ahead.  It  has  been  developed  in  the  light  of  the  goals, 
guidelines,  and  other  relevant  factors  discussed  in  preceeding  sections 
of  the  report. 

In  the  first  full  year  of  operation,  $17.5  million  would  be  used 
to  support  new  and  expanded  research  programs  in  the  Department’s 
laboratories  and  in  non-Federal  facilities;  $17.5  million  would  be  used 
to  initiate  construction  of  one  new  facility  and  expansion  of  one 
existing  facility.  Capacity  of  present  Department  facilities  limits 
expansion  of  intramural  programs  to  an  additional  $1.5  million.  The 
remaining  $16  million  would  be  used  to  support  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  contracts  and  grants  as  well  as  cooperative  research  between  the 
Department  and  universities  in  the  facilities  of  the  latter  (table  3). 

Table  3. — Proposed  use  of  additional  $35,000,000  in  1st  year 


[Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 


Commodities 

Base 

funds 

fiscal 

year 

1963 

Distribution  of  program  increase 

Total 

increase 

Total 

program 

Within 

the 

Depart¬ 

ment 

Con¬ 

tracts 

Grants 

Memo¬ 
randa 
of  under¬ 
standing  1 

Cereal  and  forage  crops _ _ 

Cotton,  wool,  and  other  fibers.. 

Fruits  and  vegetables . .  .. 

Oilseeds .  . 

New  and  special  plants  . . 

Poultry,  dairy,  and  animal 
products..  _ 

Total . . . . 

Basic,  research  (percent) 

$5, 231 
4,941 
3, 557 
2,815 
1,944 

5,280 

$375 

240 

150 

215 

70 

450 

$2, 125 
1,640 
1,370 
1,395 
495 

1,375 

$1, 300 
760 
315 
500 
435 

2,675 

$400 

240 

175 

200 

100 

500 

$4, 200 
2,880 
2,010 
2,310 
1,100 

5,000 

$9, 431 
7,821 
5, 567 
5, 125 
3,044 

10. 280 

23,768 

3  1, 500 

8,400 

3  5, 985 

1,615 

17,500 

41,268 

33 

50 

41 

i  A  memorandum  of  understanding  is  a  written  plan  to  cooperate  in  carrying  out  research  which  will 
result  in  mutual  benefit  to  the  parties  concerned,  each  one  operating  within  its  own  sphere  of  authority. 

3  Includes  funds  to  be  transferred  to  the  Economic  Research  Service  for  market  potential  and  develop¬ 
ment  studies  on  products,  processes,  and  new  crops  developed  in  utilization  research. 

3  Includes  $3,000,000  for  Hatch  Act  grants  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  to  be  administered 
by  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service. 

In  the  second  year  (table  4),  $15.3  million  would  be  used  to  initiate 
construction  and  expand  Department  utilization  research  facilities  in 
the  remaining  locations  where  expansion  is  needed.  The  balance, 
$19.7  million,  would  be  used  to  support  intramural  and  extramural 
program  operations. 
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In  the  third  year  (table  4),  construction  of  facilities  started  during 
the  first  year  would  be  completed,  making  it  possible  to  increase  the 
level  of  intramural  programs  from  $24  to  $32  million  per  annum. 
Approximately  $8  million  would  be  used  to  provide  laboratory  and 
pilot  plant  equipment  for  the  new  facilities  and  approximately  $19 
million  would  be  used  to  support  extramural  programs. 

In  the  fourth  year  (table  4),  construction  of  facilities  started  in 
the  second  year,  would  be  completed,  making  it  possible  to  increase 
the  level  of  intramural  programs  from  $32  to  $40  million  per  annum. 
Approximately  $2  million  would  be  used  to  complete  procurement  of 
laboratory  equipment  for  the  new  facilities  and  approximately  $17 
million  would  be  used  to  support  extramural  programs. 

Table  4. — 5-year  projection  of  plans  at  a  level  of  $58,800,000  per  annum 


[In  millions] 


1st  year 

2d  year 

3d  year 

4th  year 

5th  year 

Intramural 1 

1963: 

Base _  _ _ _  _ _ 

$21.3 

1.5 

$22.6 

1.5 

$22.6 

9.5 

$22.6 

17.5 

$23.8 

20.0 

Increase _ _ _ 

Total .  . 

2  22. 8 

2  24. 1 

2  32.1 

2  40. 1 

2  43. 8 

Extramural 3 

1963: 

Base  -  _ 

2.5 

16.0 

1.2 

18.2 

1.2 

17.5 

1.2 

15.5 

Increase _ _ _ 

15.0 

Total 

‘18.5 

17.5 

<19.4 

15.3 

‘  18.7 

5  8.0 

*  16.7 
«2.0 

‘15.0 

Construction:  Increase _ 

Grand  total: 

1963: 

Base _  _ _  _ 

23.8 

35.0 

23.8 

35.0 

23.8 

35.0 

23.8 

35.0 

23.8 

35.0 

Increase _ 

Total _ _ _ 

58.8 

58.8 

58.8 

58.8 

58.8 

1  In  Department  facilities. 

2  Includes  funds  to  be  transferred  to  the  Economic  Research  Service  for  market  potential  and  develop¬ 
ment  studies  on  products,  processes,  and  new  crops  developed  in  utilization  research;  level  to  be  determined 
at  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year  on  basis  of  projects  mutually  agreed  upon. 

3  By  contract,  grant,  or  memorandum  of  understanding  in  non-Federal  facilities. 

1  Includes  funds  for  Hatch  Act  grants  to  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  for  utilization  research 
to  be  administred  by  the  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service;  level  to  be  $3,000,000  in  the  1st 
year  and  $7,500,000  in  subsequent  years. 

5  For  laboratory  and  pilot  plant  equipment  in  new  laboratories. 

Full  staffing  of  the  Department  facilities  would  be  achieved  in  the 
fifth  year  (table  4)  at  an  intramural  operating  level  of  approximately" 
$44  million  per  annum. 

Extramural  programs  would  be  heaviest  initially  (approximately  $19 
million  per  annum)  and  would  decrease  to  a  continuing  level  of  approx¬ 
imately  $15  million  per  annum  by  the  fifth  year. 

Details  of  program  plans  for  the  first  year,  including  proposed  use 
of  fimds  by  commodities,  locations,  and  projects  are  presented  in  the 
following  section.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  develop  specific 
research  programs  for  years  subsequent  to  the  first.  Selection  of 
projects  for  future  years  must  be  guided  by  results  of  current  programs. 
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Detail  of  Research  Program  Plans  for  First  Year 

Specific  program  plans  are  presented  under  the  six  commodity- 
groupings  shown  in  table  3.  For  each  group  of  commodities,  the 
following  information  is  provided:  (1)  A  statement  of  the  major 
opportunities  for  expanding  utilization  of  the  commodities  concerned ; 

(2)  a  listing  of  the  specific  research  and  development  projects  which 
would  be  undertaken  to  achieve  expanded  use  of  these  commodities; 

(3)  indication  for  each  project  of  its  estimated  cost  and  where  the  work 
would  be  done,  i.e.,  in  the  Department  or  by  contract,  grant,  or 
memorandum  of  understanding.  The  projects  prepared  for  each 
commodity  have  been  selected  as  ones  which  are  most  likely  to 
provide  the  technical  information  needed  to  improve  or  develop 
significantly  expanded  uses  for  the  commodity.  Extramural  projects, 
and  particularly  grant  projects  listed,  must  be  considered  tentative 
as  to  specific  plan,  scope,  and  magnitude  to  permit  appropriate 
adjustment  in  contract  and  grant  negotiations. 

CEREAL  AND  FORAGE  CROPS 

Markets  for  cereal  grains  and  forages  can  be  greatly  expanded  with 
advantage  to  the  grower,  processor,  and  consumer  through  tailoring 
cereal  starches  and  flours  for  industrial  uses;  through  more  effective 
participation  in  world  foods  markets  by  developing  cereal  food  prod¬ 
ucts  designed  for  specific  foreign  needs ;  and  through  the  development 
of  highly  nutritious  and  stable  dehydrated  forage  feed  products  and 
grain  mill  feeds  for  more  economic  production  of  domestic  livestock 
and  poultry  and  to  expand  dollar  markets  for  these  materials  in  Japan 
and  Western  Europe. 

Industrial  uses 

Because  cereal  grains  are  composed  of  about  70-percent  starch,  the 
problem  of  expanding  industrial  outlets  is  largely  one  of  finding  new 
uses  for  starch  as  such  or  in  the  form  of  cereal  flours.  Areas  of  research 
offering  the  best  economic  and  technological  opportunities  are  in  paper 
and  paper  products,  plastics  and  coatings,  industrial  chemical  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  fermentation  products.  New  outlets  for  cereal  starches  and 
flours  equivalent  to  over  200  million  bushels  of  grain  by  1975  are 
envisioned,  if  basic  research  and  development  on  several  types  of 
chemical  and  physical  modifications  now  in  the  experimental  stage 
can  be  prosecuted  to  successful  conclusion. 

Food  uses 

Wheat  and  rice  are  the  world’s  foremost  food  grains.  Dollar- 
market  countries  constitute  a  major  outlet  for  U.S.  production. 
Opportunities  for  expanding  the  use  of  wheat  in  these  and  in  low- 
income  countries  lie  in  the  development  of  flour  maturation  treatments 
to  make  our  winter  wheats  fully  acceptable  and  at  the  same  time 
competitive  with  Canadian  wheat  in  dollar  markets;  and  in  the 
development  of  a  variety  of  nutritious,  low-cost  wheat  food  products 
such  as  parboiled,  pearled,  fermented,  meatlike,  and  milklike  products 
for  use  in  low-income  countries  where  wheat  utilization  will  increase 
as  the  standard  of  living  advances. 

Commercial  rice  varieties  vary  widely  in  flavor,  texture,  and  proc¬ 
essing  properties.  Studies  of  the  relationship  of  protein,  lipid,  starch, 
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and  minor  constituents  in  rice  is  needed  to  develop  improved  and 
uniform  products  to  provide  greater  opportunities  in  foreign  markets. 

Feed  uses 

Forage  crops  are  an  integral  part  of  economic  livestock,  dairy,  and 
poultry  operations,  and  play  important  roles  in  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation.  Increasing  the  cash  returns  from  forages  depends  upon 
elimination  of  physical  and  nutrient  losses  that  accompany  hay  and 
silagemaking  procedures  and  the  development  of  new  products  which 
are  specifically  designed  to  meet  the  nutritional  needs  of  different 
types  of  livestock.  Large  dollar  markets  are  developing  for  such 
products  in  Japan  and  Western  Europe  (200,000  tons  of  dehydrated 
alfalfa  in  1962). 

Economic  products  of  higher  protein,  vitamin,  and  other  growth- 
promoting  factors  with  lower  fiber  and  growth-inhibiting  substances 
will  be  of  great  value  to  the  domestic  livestock  and  poultry  industries, 
and  provide  additional  attractive  products  for  the  rapidly  expanding 
foreign  mixed-feed  industries. 

The  milling  of  wheat  results  in  approximately  70  percent  flour  and 
30  percent  byproduct  animal  feed.  Changing  requirements  have 
made  millfeeds  less  suitable  for  the  40-million-ton  mixed  feed  market. 

Upgrading  of  these  products  into  concentrates  rich  in  vitamins, 
antibiotics,  hormones,  and  other  growth-promoting  substances  will 
benefit  both  the  wheat  grower  and  the  livestock  and  poultry  industries. 

Proposed  research  and  development : 

Industrial  Uses  for  Cereal  Grains 

PAPER  AND  PAPER  PRODUCTS 


1.  Development  of  optimal  papermaking  processes  using  cereal  grain 

xanthides  made  from  ground  whole  grain  and  other  dry-milled 
grain  products  in  blends  with  woodpulp  to  produce  linerboard, 
corrugating  media,  and  bag  papers  (contract) _  $300,  000 

2.  Process  development  for  the  production  of  partially  sulfated  wheat 

flour  for  use  as  an  internal  sizing  agent  for  paper  (contract) _  180,  000 

3.  Chemical  and  physical-chemical  studies  on  the  structure  and  prop¬ 

erties  of  the  small-granule  fraction  of  wheat  starch  to  provide  fun¬ 
damental  information  needed  for  increased  utilization  of  wheat 
flour  and  starch  (grant) _  75,000 


4.  Basie  research  on  the  theory  and  methodology  of  the  rheology  of 
concentrated  polymer  solutions  as  applied  to  starch  and  starch 
fractions  in  order  to  obtain  physical-chemical  information  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  industrial  utilization  of  starch  and  starch  products 
as  pastes  and  concentrated  solutions  (memorandum  of  under¬ 


standing) _  75,000 

5.  Studies  on  the  chemical  synthesis  of  crosslinked  starch  derivatives 

having  potential  value  as  paper  additives  for  improvement  of  tear, 
stretch,  and  moisture  stability  of  paper  products  (Department 
laboratory) _  75,  000 

6.  Investigations  on  physical  and  chemical  differences  between  the 

horny  and  floury  endosperm  of  wheat  as  a  foundation  for  de¬ 
veloping  new  and  improved  milling  processes  and  products  (De¬ 
partment  laboratory) _  40,000 

7.  Basic  investigations  on  the  action  of  pentosanases  and  hemi- 

cellulases,  and  similar  hydrolytic  enzymes  from  microbial 
sources,  particularly  from  the  standpoint  of  their  action  on 
cementing  layers  of  cereal  grains  (Department  laboratory) -  50,000 

8.  Engineering  studies  on  the  fractionation  of  sorghum  flour  or  meal 

for  preparation  of  special  high-starch,  high-protein,  and  other 
fractions  of  potential  industrial  value  (grant) -  140,  000 
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Industrial  Uses  for  Cerial  Grains — Continued 

PLASTICS  AND  COATINGS 

9.  Investigations  on  the  preparation  of  plastic  foam  from  selected 
starch  polyol  derivatives  and  their  evaluation  in  industrial 
applications  (contract) _ 

10.  Preparation  and  evaluation  of  selected  starch  graft  copolymers  for 

industrial  use  in  plastic  products  and  industrial  coatings  (con¬ 
tract)  _ 

11.  Mechanism  of  plasticizer  action  as  related  to  the  organo-physical 

structure  of  starch  and  amylose  to  provide  a  basis  for  producing 
superior  films  from  high-amylose  corn  starch  (grant) _ 

12.  Physicochemical  studies  on  the  contribution  of  hydrophobic  bonding 

to  protein  interactions  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  cereal 
protein,  zein  (grant) _ 

13.  Organic  chemical  studies  on  the  preparation  and  properties  of  acetal 

derivatives  made  by  reacting  corn  sugar  and  related  carbo¬ 
hydrates  with  a  variety  of  vinyl  ethers  to  develop  water-resistant 
adhesives  (grant) _ 

14.  Studies  on  the  synthesis  and  chemical  and  physical  properties  of 

mono-,  di-,  and  polysaccharide  derivatives  containing  carbon- 
fluorine  bonds  (memorandum  of  understanding) _ 

15.  Enzymatic  differences  of  biosyntheses  and  transformation  in  high- 

amylose  and  high-amylopectin  corn  as  related  to  molecular 
structure  of  the  respective  starches  (memorandum  of  under¬ 
standing)  _ 

INDUSTRIAL  CHEMICAL  PRODUCTS 

16.  Studies  on  the  reaction  of  ammonia  with  glucose  and  starch  as  a 

means  of  production  of  heterocyclic  nitrogen  compounds  for  use 
as  industrial  chemical  intermediates  (Department  laboratory) .  . 

17.  Development  of  an  efficient  process  for  the  production  of  a  new 

chemical  intermediate— a  monomeric  trialdehvde — readily  pre¬ 
pared  in  good  yield  from  dialdehyde  starch  (contract) _ 

18.  Development  of  a  feasible  process  for  the  production  of  a  new  metal 

chelating  agent,  disorbitylamine,  from  corn  sugar  (contract) _ 

19.  Preparation  and  investigation  of  chemical  derivatives  of  phos- 

phomannans  produced  by  fermentative  conversion  of  cereal 
grains,  and  determination  of  their  industrial  potential  as  surface 
active  agents  and  ion  exchangers  (contract) _ 

20.  Basic  investigations  on  new  organic  chemical  reactions  of  carbo¬ 

hydrates  to  yield  new  derivatives  (memorandum  of  understand¬ 
ing)  — 

FERMENTATION  PRODUCTS 

21.  Engineering  studies  on  the  production  of  B-carotene  by  fermenta¬ 

tion  of  cereal  grains  (Department  laboratory) _ 

22.  Investigation  of  two-phase  submerged  fermentation  processes  as 

means  for  increasing  yields  and/or  concentrations  of  products 
(contract) _ , _ 

23.  Stabilization  of  B-carotene  in  dried,  crude  mold  mycelium  and/or 

extraction  by  simple  low-cost  procedure  as  a  contribution  to  com¬ 
mercialization  of  B-carotene  produced  by  fermentation  of  cereal 
grain  (contract) _ 

24.  Histological  and  cvtological  studies  to  determine  the  mode  and  site 

of  milky  disease  infection  in  the  Japanese  beetle  as  an  aid  to  de¬ 
veloping  a  process  for  the  mass  production  of  Bacillus  popilliae 
and  Bacillus  lentimorbus  spores  or  vegetative  cells  as  an  insecti¬ 
cide  harmless  to  man  (contract) _ 

25.  Alteration  of  fermentatively  important  characteristics  of  micro¬ 

organisms  by  selective  transfer  of  genetic  materials  as  a  means 
of  developing  novel  strains  for  conversion  of  cereal  based  media 
to  new  and  industrially  useful  products  (grant) _ 

26.  Studies  of  mutation  and  genetic  change  in  multinucleate  forms  to 

obtain  fundamental  information  as  a  basis  for  further  develop¬ 
ment  of  fermentative"  transformation  of  cereal-type  substrates 
(memorandum  of  understanding) _ 


$100,  000 
120,  000 
75,  000 
60,  000 

100,  000 
75,  000 

60,  000 

100,  000 

125,  000 
100,  000 

150,  000 
100,  000 

35,  000 
120,  000 

100,  000 

120,  000 

90,  000 

90,  000 
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Food  Uses  for  Cereal  Grains 


27.  Determination  of  the  mechanism  of  fermentation  of  selected  flavor 

and  aroma  compounds  in  bread  crust  by  means  of  radioactive 

tracer  techniques  (grant) _  $140,000 

28.  Identification  and  characterization  of  oxidation-reduction  enzyme 

systems  in  wheat  flour  as  a  basis  for  determination  of  their 
relationships  to  oxidative  improvement  of  flours  (grant) _  100,  000 

29.  Investigation  of  the  carrying  power  of  Hard  Red  Winter  wheat 

flours  in  blends  with  weak  flours  (Department  laboratory) _  75,  000 

30.  Chemical  characterization  of  the  pigments  of  wheat  bran  and  aleu- 

rone  as  a  basis  for  color  removal  treatments  to  provide  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  new  food  products  primarily  from  red  wheats 
(contract) _  75,  000 

31.  Rheology  of  doughs — determination  of  the  chemical  and  physical 

parameters  of  protein  molecular  networks  in  wheat  flour  doughs 
fundamentally  responsible  for  their  essential  elastic  and  flow 
properties  (grant) _  200,  000 

32.  Study  of  physical  structures  at  the  macromolecular  levels  in  wheat 

flours  and  doughs  to  provide  an  understanding  of  the  mechanisms 
by  which  doughs  are  formed  (grant) _  220,  000 

33.  Study  of  changes  in  wheat  protein  components  during  malting 

under  varied  conditions  leading  to  development  of  new  food 
products  (contract) _  100,  000 

34.  Determination  of  the  mechanisms  by  which  shortenings  of  differ¬ 

ent  types  contribute  to  quality  in  bread  (contract) _  115,  000 

35.  Determination  of  the  cooking  and  other  processing  properties  of 

various  rices  in  relation  to  their  lipid  and  protein  composition 
(contract) _  100,  000 


Feed  Uses  for  Forages  and  Cereal  Grains 


36.  Development  of  improved  processed  grasses  of  the  Southeastern 

States  to  provide  high  quality  feedstuff  supplements  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  industries  for  rural  areas  (contract) _  100,  000 

37.  Research  on  the  modification  of  wheat  millfeed  polysaccharides 

which  are  not  split  by  digestive  enzymes  of  animals  (grant) _  100,  000 

38.  Chemical  treatment  of  alfalfa  products  to  increase  their  utility  in 

feeds  (contract) _  100,  000 

39.  Development  of  equipment  and  a  process  to  produce  a  germ-rich 

fraction  suitable  for  use  in  the  recovery  of  corn  oil  from  corn 
(contract) _  120,  000 


COTTON,  WOOL,  AND  OTHER  FIBERS 

Cotton 

Cotton  goes  into  hundreds  of  different  end-use  products,  each  with 
a  different  set  of  performance  characteristics  that  largely  determine 
how  much  of  the  many  different  types  of  textile  fibers  available  today 
will  be  used.  In  clothing  fabrics,  comfort,  appearance,  and  ease-of- 
care  are  the  dominant  factors;  in  household  uses  appearance  and 
durability  are  the  dominant  factors;  and  in  industrial  uses  durability 
and  cost  are  of  primary  importance.  In  the  proposed  expanded  pro¬ 
gram  of  research,  the  major  opportunities  for  maintaining  and  ex¬ 
panding  the  use  of  cotton  lie  in  improving  cotton  with  respect  to 
these  dominant  characteristics. 

Wool  and  mohair 

One-third  of  the  gross  farm  income  derived  from  the  production  of 
sheep  and  lambs  comes  from  the  sale  of  wool  and  two-thirds  from  the 
meat.  It  is  therefore  imperative  that  the  competitive  position  of 
sheep  and  lamb  meat  be  enhanced  along  with  that  of  wool  to  insure 
an  economically  healthy  sheep  and  wool  industry.  (Research  on  the 
meat  is  included  in  the  section  on  “Poultry,  Dairy,  and  Animal 
Products.”) 
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About  85  percent  of  domestically  produced  wool  goes  into  wearing 
apparel  and  another  10  percent  into  such  other  uses  as  blankets, 
draperies,  and  upholstery  fabrics.  Factors  that  dominate  consumer 
choice  in  buying  wool  textiles  are  comfort,  appearance,  ease-of-care, 
durability,  and  cost,  similar  to  those  for  cotton.  Wool  continues  to 
hold  a  prestige  position  in  apparel  uses,  but  its  position  is  being 
strongly  challenged  by  synthetic  fibers.  This  challenge  can  be  met 
by  improving  the  desirable  characteristics  of  wool  and  imparting 
additional  ones  to  strengthen  its  competitive  position  relative  to 
synthetic  fibers. 

Proposed  research  and  development: 

Cotton 

comfort 

1.  Development  of  optimum  structures  and  weaving  techniques  for 

producing  stretch  cotton  fabrics  from  stretch  yarns  (contract) _ $100,  000 

2.  A  study  of  wet-cure  methods  for  producing  crease-resistant  cotton 

fabrics  having  increased  bulk  and  warmth  (contract) _  70,  000 

3.  Influences  of  physical  properties  of  fibers  and  fabrics  on  comfort 

factor  in  clothing  (contract) _  80,  000 

4.  The  development  of  high  pressure  fog  treatments  for  application 

of  functional  finishes  to  cotton  fabrics  with  2-way  stretch  prop¬ 
erties  (contract) _  75,  000 

5.  Development  of  wash-wear  cotton  fabrics  with  improved  moisture 

absorption  (contract) _  70,  000 

APPEARANCE 

6.  A  fundamental  investigation  of  the  physics  of  seam  pucker  in 

relation  to  fabric  structure  to  develop  improved  wash-wear 
products  (contract) _  70,  000 

7.  Development  of  method  for  counting  neps  at  the  various  stages  of 

cotton  textile  processing  (contract) _  100,  000 

8.  Electron  microscope  study  of  the  location  of  dye  in  cotton  fiber 

(grant) _  100,  000 

9.  Development  of  improved  tufted  floor  covering  from  textured 

cotton  yarns  (contract) _  75,  000 

10.  Studies  of  the  mechanisms  that  determine  the  soiling  character¬ 

istics  of  cotton  fabrics  (grant) _  70,  000 

EASE  OF  CARE 

11.  Effect  of  temperature  and  moisture  on  the  performance  charac¬ 

teristics  of  wash-and-wear  fabrics  (contract) _  85,  000 

12.  Crosslinking  of  chemically  modified  cotton  to  obtain  more  resilient 

cotton  fabrics  (grant) _  100,  000 

13.  A  study  of  the  relationship  of  drying  and  curing  variables  to 

process  efficiency  and  to  uniformity  and  quality  characteristics  of 

resin  treated  or  chemically  modified  cotton  (contract) _  80,  000 

14.  Effects  of  molecular  shape,  conformation,  and  configuration  of 

organic  compounds  on  cotton  cellulose  (grant) _  90,  000 

15.  Estimation  of  the  micropore  size  of  cotton  cellulose  by  investiga¬ 

tion  of  the  uptake  of  polyelectrolytes  of  various  molecular  sizes 
by  chemically  modified  cottons  (grant) _  70,  000 

16.  Preparation  of  new  polyhalohydrins  and  polyepoxy  compounds  for 

use  in  making  high  quality  cotton  products  (contract) _  70,  000 

17.  Development  of  the  use  of  infrared  heat  for  the  instantaneous  drying 

and  curing  of  resin  treated  cotton  and/or  the  promotion  of  chemi¬ 
cal  modifications  of  cotton  cellulose  (contract) _  80,  000 

18.  Microscopical  studies  of  wrinkle  geometry  in  cotton  fabrics  (grant).  80,  000 

19.  Preparation  of  phosphine  analogs  of  selected  ammonia  compounds 

for  the  production  of  cotton  finishes  having  multipurpose  end 

uses  (grant) _  100,  000 

20.  Development  of  chemical  treatments  to  produce  cotton  fabrics  that 

dry  more  rapidly  (contract) _  100,  000 
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Cotton — Continued 

DURABILITY  AND  COST 


21.  Chemical  modification  of  cotton  through  treatment  with  reagents 

in  the  vapor  phase  (contract) _  $80,  000 

22.  The  development  of  cotton  sewing  threads  with  improved  weather 

resistance  to  reduce  processing  costs  (contract) _  60,  000 

23.  Production  of  cotton  fabrics  with  improved  weather  and  abrasion 

resistance  through  interfacial  polymerization  (contract) _  80,  000 

24.  Electron  microscopical  comparison  of  thimvalled  and  thickwalled 

cotton  fibers  in  relation  to  physical  properties  and  chemical 
activity  of  cotton  (grant) _  50,  000 

25.  The  development  of  accelerated  test  procedures  that  correlate 

with  outdoor  exposure  of  cotton  fabrics  to  expedite  development 
research  (contract) _  65,  000 

26.  Relationship  of  cotton  fiber  elongation  and  tenacity  to  fabric 

properties  and  processing  efficiency  (memorandum  of  under¬ 
standing)  _  80,  000 

27.  Effect  of  the  interaction  of  the  staple  length  and  fineness  of  cotton 

fibers  on  processing  efficiency  and  product  quality  (memorandum 
of  understanding) _  60,  000 

28.  Phosphite  esters  of  cellulose  as  a  means  of  preparing  flame-,  soil-, 

and  wrinkle-resistant  cotton  textiles  (contract) _  80,  000 

29.  Development  of  improved  coated  cotton  fabrics  with  optimum 

strength-weight  characteristics  (contract) _  70,  000 

30.  The  preparation  of  metallo-organic  complexes  of  cellulose  in  fiber 

form  as  a  method  of  improving  cotton  textiles  (grant) _  100,  000 

31.  Expand  research  to  develop  a  machine  for  removing  short  fibers 

from  cotton  (Department  laboratory) _  25,  000 

32.  Development  of  apparatus  for  forming  picker  laps  directly  from 

the  SRRL  opener-cleaner  (Department  laboratory) _  40,  000 

Wool  and  Mohair 

33.  Development  of  superior  all-wool,  high-stretch  fabrics  (Department 

laboratory) _  75,  000 

34.  Development  of  more  durable  and  economical  antisoiling  treat¬ 

ments  to  help  wool  fabrics  compete  more  favorably  for  consumer 
acceptance  (contract) _  150,  000 

35.  Developing  means  of  modifying  mohair  so  that  it  can  be  processed 

on  the  U.S.  system  of  worsted  yarn  manufacture  (Department 
laboratory) _  50,  000 

36.  Research  to  develop  wool  fabrics  with  permanent  high  luster  (De¬ 

partment  laboratory) _  50,  000 

37.  Exploratory  studies  on  the  application  of  high  energy  radiation 

combined  with  chemical  treatments  to  produce  durably  modified 
wools  having  greater  resistance  to  heat,  light  and  mechanical 
damage,  increased  elasticity,  and  improved  resistance  to  wrin¬ 
kling  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  100,  000 


FRUITS  AND  VEGETABLES 

Fruits  and  vegetables  make  up  one-third  of  our  food;  we  consume 
10  pounds  per  person  each  week  and  get  from  it  a  rich  variety  in  the 
diet  and  essential  nutrients. 

A  new  processed  food,  convenient  and  timesaving  in  preparation 
for  the  table,  excellent  in  quality,  and  acceptable  in  price  can  revolu¬ 
tionize  the  production  and  distribution  of  a  commodity  to  the  ad¬ 
vantage  of  grower  and  consumer  alike.  Citrus  fruit,  potatoes,  and 
poultry  are  prime  examples. 

Fruits  and  vegetables  can  be  among  the  most  profitable  of  crops; 
they  should  find  greater  use  in  the  American  diet  and  significant 
markets  can  be  found  abroad.  The  problems  are  to  stabilize  these 
perishable  foods;  to  improve  products;  to  make  convenient  then- 
preparation  for  the  table ;  and  to  reduce  costs  to  the  consumer. 


20  RESEARCH  ON  UTILIZATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 


The  most  attractive  opportunities  to  achieve  these  aims  are  dehydra¬ 
tion  and  the  development  of  new  convenience  foods.  Development  of 
new  products  of  these  types  should  be  rapidly  prosecuted  to  capitalize 
on  research  findings  already  made.  Basic  work  on  the  nature  of 
flavors,  the  compounds  responsible  for  texture,  and  ways  of  stabilizing 
flavor,  texture,  and  nutritional  value  is  essential  to  back  up  the  con¬ 
tinuing  research  on  process  development. 

Proposed  research  and  development : 

Citrus  Fruit 

1.  Development  of  a  practical  pilot  plant  process  for  the  manufacture 

of  enzymatically  debittered  grapefruit  juice  with  improved 
product  characteristics  and  processing  efficiency  to  extend  the 
utilization  of  grapefruit  (contract) _  $100,  000 

2.  Study  of  enhancement  of  citrus  flavor  by  means  of  enzymes 

(contract) _  75,  000 

3.  Investigations  on  chemical  composition  of  glyceryl  esters  and  other 

lipid  fractions  of  citrus  juices  in  relation  to  off -flavor  develop¬ 
ment  in  storage  (contract) _  50,  000 

4.  Biochemistry  of  bitterness  in  navel  orange  juice  including  a  study 

of  the  mechanism  of  natural  debittering,  leading  to  new  navel 
orange  products  (grant) _  75,  000 

Deciduous  Fruit  and  Nuts 

5.  Investigation  of  low-temperature  liquid  extraction  of  fruit  juices 

to  prepare  superior  fruit  flavor  concentrates  for  use  in  concen¬ 
trated  and  powdered  fruit  juices  (Department  laboratory) _  75,  000 

6.  Composition  of  flavor  components  of  peaches  (contract) _  50,  000 

7.  Improved  stability  of  shelled  pecans  (contract) _  50,  000 

8.  Chemical  studies  on  the  phenolic  substances  responsible  for  tur¬ 

bidity  and  sedimentation  in  canned  apple  juice  (contract) _  75,  000 

9.  Development  of  dehydrofrozen  red  sour  pie  cherries  for  use  in 

bakery  products  and  for  export  trade  (contract) _  75,  000 

10.  Biochemistry  of  inositol  in  fruits  to  provide  basic  knowledge  of 

texture  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  75,  000 

11.  Development  of  “dehydrochilled”  fruits  (and  vegetables) — par¬ 

tially  dehydrated  products  capable  of  being  handled  at  tempera¬ 
tures  in  the  range  of  32°  to  40°  F. — in  order  to  reduce  packaging, 
warehousing,  and  transportation  costs  (contract) _  100,  000 

12.  Aseptic  canning  of  piece-form  fruits  (and  vegetables)  in  inert  or 

reducing  atmospheres  to  enhance  quality  and  stability  (contract) .  100,  000 

13.  Survey  of  the  distribution  of  0-methyltransf erase  enzyme  systems 

in  plants  to  discover  a  source  of  them  for  controlling  browning 
in  processed  fruits  (and  vegetables)  (grant) _  50,  000 
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Vegetables 

14.  Investigations  on  the  development  of  new  and  improved  processed 
potato  products  involving  determination  of  compositional  factors 
related  to  processing  characteristics  and  application  of  new  en¬ 


gineering  techniques  for  dehydrating  potatoes  (contract) _ $100,  000 

15.  Studies  of  the  suitability  of  new  varieties  and  strains  of  potatoes 

for  processing  and  of  the  influence  of  cultural  factors  on  process¬ 
ing  characteristics,  and  the  application  of  basic  information  de¬ 
veloped  by  utilization  research  to  problems  in  commercial  potato 
processing  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  100,  000 

16.  Investigations  of  the  lipids  of  dry  legumes  and  their  oxidative  deg¬ 

radations  as  a  basis  for  improving  the  quality  and  stability  of 
processed  legume  products  (Department  laboratory) _  75,  000 

17.  Development  of  a  continuous,  commercial-scale  process  for  making 

“instant”  powders  from  dry  beans,  peas,  and  lentils  for  domestic 
and  foreign  markets,  and  the  production  of  sufficient  quantities 

for  market  tests  (contract) _  100,  000 

|  18.  Development  and  construction  of  a  continuous  puffing  apparatus 

for  the  preparation  of  quick-cooking  dehydrated  vegetable  (and 
fruit)  pieces  by  a  process  already  developed  on  a  batch  pilot- 
plant  scale  through  Government  research  (contract) _  200,  000 

19.  Investigations  on  the  development  of  heat  resistance  in  spores  of 

food  spoilage  bacteria  to  provide  information  needed  to  improve 
the  quality  of  canned  vegetables  and  other  low-acid  foods 
(grant) -  100,000 

20.  Improved  procedures  and  equipment  for  the  blanching  and  cooling 

operations  in  vegetable  processing  in  order  to  reduce  costs  and  to 
enhance  the  quality  and  stability  of  processed  vegetable  products 
(contract) _  100,  000 

21.  Investigation  of  chemical  additives  for  controlled  fermentation 

during  the  brine  curing  of  vegetables  (contract) _  25,  000 

22.  Determination  of  the  kinds  and  amounts  of  pigments  in  processing 

varieties  of  cucumbers  and  the  cause,  mechanism,  and  nature 
of  bleaching  deterioration  in  processed  products  (contract) _  90,  000 

23.  Development  of  objective  information  on  the  chemical  and  physical 

characteristics  of  southern  peas  of  different  size-grades  and 
maturities  as  a  basis  in  canning  for  the  reliable  prediction  of 
drained  weight  from  canfill  (contract) _  80,  000 

24.  Chemistry  of  the  proteins  in  green  and  dry  lima  beans  in  order  to 

establish  their  roles  in  the  hydration  and  cooking  processes 
(grant) _  50,  000 

25.  Investigation  of  the  biochemical,  histochemical,  and  histological 

changes  which  occur  in  the  brine  curing  of  vegetables  (grant) _  40,  000 


OILSEEDS 

Markets  for  oilseeds  can  be  expanded  and  returns  to  the  grower 
increased  through  increased  exports,  through  new  industrial  products 
not  competitive  with  others  derived  from  agricultural  raw  materials, 
and  through  the  development  of  new  foods  having  advantage  in  qual¬ 
ity  or  price. 

Nature  has  built  into  fats  and  oils  advantages  in  chemical  structure 
that  fit  them  uniquely  for  use  as  industrial  raw  materials.  Over 
1  billion  pounds  of  domestic  oils  are  so  used  today  and  diligent  research 
will  obtain  for  them  a  significance  share  of  the  new  chemical  markets 
that  are  daily  being  generated  by  the  rapid  expansion  of  that  industry. 

The  fats  and  oils  are  also  important  foods  of  which  most  of  the 
world’s  population  uses  much  less  than  we.  Multibillion-pound  dollar 
markets  for  them  can  be  had  in  Europe  and  Asia  if  first-rate  stability 
and  competitive  price  can  be  achieved.  Other  parts  of  the  world 
have  yet  more  serious  need  for  attractive  products,  not  only  for  the 
oils,  but  for  the  protein  of  the  meals  as  well. 
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Proposed  research  would  be  directed  to  (1)  enhancing  the  intrinsic 
value  of  oils  and  meals  to  facilitate  competition,  especially  in  foreign 
markets;  (2)  developing  new  food  products;  and  (3)  preparing  deriva¬ 
tives  designed  to  compete  in  nonfood  markets  for  plastics,  elastomers, 
surface  active  agents,  and  others  which  now  total  12  billion  pounds 
annually  and  are  growing  rapidly. 

Proposed  research  and  development: 

Improved  Oils  and  Meals 

1.  Intensification  of  research  to  determine  the  feeding  value  of  cotton¬ 

seed  meals  and  the  commercial  value  of  oils  produced  by  the 
mixed-solvent  extraction  process,  and  to  estimate  commercial- 
scale  processing  costs  (Department  laboratory) _  $75,  000 

2.  Determination  of  mechanisms  by  which  gossypol  has  deleterious 

effects  (mortality,  clinical  symptoms,  appetite  depression,  etc.) 
in  nonruminant  animals  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  75,  000 

3.  Nutritive  studies  of  cottonseed  meal  using  carbon  14  labeled  mal- 

valic  acid  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  50,  000 

4.  Investigations  to  discover  more  effective  and  lower  cost  adsorbents 

for  bleaching  off-colored  cottonseed  oils  and  to  develop  new 
processing  techniques  for  improving  color  (contract) _  100,  000 

5.  Development  of  practical  processing  methods  for  inactivation  of 

cyclopropene  groups  in  cottonseed  meal  that  decrease  its  value 

as  a  feed  for  laying  hens  (contract) _  100,  000 

6.  Investigations  to  compare  the  composition  and  properties  of  varie¬ 

ties  of  upland  cottonseed  to  improve  the  utilization  of  cottonseed 
products  through  the  discovery  of  varieties  that  yield  best  oils 
and  meals  (contract) _  100,  000 

New  Food  Products 

7.  Basic  investigations  on  determination  of  structure  of  fatty  acids 

and  other  lipids  through  the  use  of  nuclear  magnetic  resonance 
(grant) _  75,000 

8.  Isolation  and  identification  of  factors  present  in  soybeans  deleteri¬ 

ous  to  their  use  in  foods  (grant) _  75,  000 

9.  Isolation  and  identification  of  organic  compounds  contributing  to 

undesirable  flavors  in  soybeans  and  soybean  protein  food  products 
(grant) _  75,  000 

10.  Engineering  investigations  on  the  cooking  of  whole  soybeans  to 

develop  an  integrated  process  for  producing  a  full-fat  flour  or 
meal  for  human  food  and  for  animal  feed  products  (Department 
laboratory) _  65,  000 

11.  Low-fat  peanut  products  of  improved  acceptability  and  flavor 

through  mechanical  operations  (contract) _  50,  000 

12.  Investigation  of  the  development  of  peanut  and  cottonseed  pro¬ 

ducts  for  use  in  preparation  and  fortification  of  processed  and 
convenience  foods  to  extend  usefulness  of  peanut  and  cottonseed 
(contract) _ _ _  100,  000 

13.  Metabolic  fate  of  fatty  alcohols  and  high  molecular  weight  deriva¬ 

tives  of  fatty  acids  as  digestive  fragments  of  food  emulsifiers  and 
additives  (contract) _  60,  000 
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Industrial  Products 


14.  Investigations  on  the  hydroboration  of  unsaturated  fatty  acids 

and  on  the  products  derived  therefrom  (grant) _ $125,  000 

15.  Organophysical  chemical  investigations  on  the  addition  of  active 

oxygen  and/or  nitrogen  to  polyunsaturated  fatty  acids  (grant) _  50,  000 

16.  Fundamental  studies  on  oxidation,  with  atmospheric  oxygen,  of 

soybean  and  linseed  oils  to  provide  a  basis  for  preparation  of  new 
products  for  industrial  uses  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  75,  000 

17.  Process  and  product  development  of  industrial  applications  of 

aldehyde  oils  derived  from  linseed,  safflower,  and  soybean  oils 
(contract) _  150,  000 

18.  Development  of  industrial  uses  for  linolenic  acid,  the  major  com¬ 

ponent  in  linseed  oil,  to  give  superior  drying  oils,  synthetic  resins, 

and  other  products  to  increase  markets  for  linseed  oil  (contract)..  145,  000 

19.  Investigations  on  the  preparation  of  new  derivatives  from  unsatur- 

rated  cyclic  fatty  acids  derived  from  linseed  oil  and  on  their 
utilization  in  industrial  nonfood  products  (contract) _  150,  000 

20.  Investigations  on  vinyl  copolymerization  of  soybean  linseed  oils 

and  their  derivatives  to  develop  improved  paint  vehicles  for 
exterior  use  (contract) _  150,  000 

21.  Evaluation  of  polyester-acetals  and  polyamide-acetals  derived  from 

soybean  oils  for  use  in  coating  glass  (contract) _  100,  000 

22.  Basic  investigations  on  the  hydration  of  linseed  and  soybean  oils 

and  their  unsaturated  fatty  acid  products  (Department  labora¬ 
tory)  _  75,  000 

23.  Investigation  of  continuous  production  of  urethane  plastic  foams 

based  on  castor  oil  to  develop  formulations  and  processing  con¬ 
ditions  suitable  for  industrial  use  (contract) _  100,  000 

24.  Preparation,  structure,  and  properties  of  linear  condensation 

polymers  derived  from  hydroxy-unsaturated  oils  (grant) _  100,  000 

25.  Preparation  of  phosphorus-containing  tung  oil  vehicles  for  air 

drying  surface  coatings  having  improved  flexibility,  corrosion 
inhibition,  fire  resistance,  and  other  properties  (contract) _  90,  000 


NEW  AND  SPECIAL  PLANTS 

This  group  of  commodities  includes  tobacco;  sugar-containing 
crops — sugarbeets,  sugarcane,  and  maple;  naval  stores;  and  so-called 
new  crops — selections  from  plant  species  that  are  not  grown  com¬ 
mercially  in  this  country  but  show  good  potential  for  development  into 
profitable  crops. 

Tobacco 

The  cash  farm  value  of  tobacco  is  more  than  $1  billion  and  yields 
more  than  $2  billion  in  Federal  and  State  taxes.  Growers  and  proc¬ 
essors  are  handicapped  with  lack  of  scientific  knowledge  of  the 
composition  of  tobacco  and  tobacco  smoke.  Such  knowledge  is 
needed  to  establish  optimum  conditions  for  curing,  aging,  fermenting, 
and  the  burning  of  tobacco  to  better  meet  changing  and  more  exacting 
domestic  requirements  and  increasing  competition  in  a  declining 
tobacco  export  market. 

Sugarbeets  and  sugarcane 

Production  of  sugar  is  limited  through  quotas  established  by  the 
Sugar  Act  which  prevent  the  accumulation  of  a  surplus  of  sugar  by 
limiting  production  to  estimated  requirements.  Losses  in  the  beet 
sugar  industry  include  a  14-percent  loss  of  sugar  from  the  beets  to  the 
bag;  those  in  the  cane  sugar  industry  are  around  20  percent.  Each 
percent  loss  of  sugar  amounts  to  $2  million  for  the  sugarbeet  grower; 

million  for  the  domestic  sugarcane  grower.  Expanded  and 
economically  sound  domestic  production  and  utilization  of  sugarbeets 
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and  sugarcane  require  broad  basic  research  with  concurrent  applica¬ 
tion  of  results  to  the  handling  of  the  harvested  beets  and  cane  as  well 
as  the  development  of  processes  to  reduce  processing  costs  and  to 
insure  maximum  recovery  of  available  sugar. 


Maple 

The  maple  industry  provides  an  opportunity  for  thousands  of  rural 
people  in  14  States  to  improve  their  incomes.  Production  of  maple 
sirup  yields  up  to  $250  per  acre  of  woodland.  Fewer  than  5  percent 


of  our  maple  trees  are  in  use  although  U.S.  consumption  of  map 
is  twice  domestic  production.  The  problem  is  modernization  o 


e  sirup 
'  maple 


sap  processing  to  substantially  reduce  the  cost  of  producing  high 
grade  maple  sirup  and  other  maple  products. 


A  aval  stores 

Pine  gum,  gum  rosin,  and  gum  turpentine  provide  a  cash  income 
for  4,000  gum  farmers  in  the  southeastern  section  of  the  United  States. 
The  economic  position  of  these  materials  has  been  greatly  worsened 
through  intense  competition  from  petroleum  products  and  from  tur¬ 
pentine  and  rosin  derived  from  other  sources.  Sales  and  prices  for 
turpentine  have  declined  more  than  50  percent  during  the  past  10 
years  and  substitute  products  have  made  heavy  inroads  in  the  markets 
for  gum  rosin.  Utilization  research  has  already  done  much  to  maintain 
markets  and  offers  a  special  opportunity  to  provide  new  and  expanded 
markets  by  developing  industrial  chemicals  from  turpentine  and 
improved  paper  sizes  from  pine  gum  and  gum  rosin. 


New  crops 

There  is  need  for  new  crops  as  sources  of  raw  materials  for  industry 
and  to  provide  farmers  with  a  wider  choice  of  profitable  crops  to 
achieve  better  use  of  land.  Examples  of  new  crops  that  have  achieved 
success  over  the  past  30  years  are:  soybeans,  28  million  acres;  saf¬ 
flower,  600,000  acres;  guar,  100,000  acres;  castor  beans,  30,000  acres. 

The  Department’s  program  in  search  of  new  crops  was  expanded  in 
1957.  Since  then  about  3,500  samples  out  of  the  known  250,000 
species  of  higher  plants  have  been  analyzed.  Of  particular  interest 
are  seeds  containing  unique  oils  of  potential  industrial  use.  Seven 
uncultivated  plants  yielding  oils  different  from  domestic  oils  have  been 
found  and  are  now  being  studied  to  determine  their  industrial  utiliza¬ 
tion  and  crop  potentials. 

The  discovery  and  development  of  a  plant  into  an  economic  crop  is 
a  formidable  undertaking.  A  more  intense  effort  is  required  if  an 
adequate  rate  of  progress  is  to  be  achieved. 

Proposed  research  and  development: 


Tobacco 


1.  Fractionation  of  previously  unfractionated  resins  in  tobacco  leaf. 

Effect  of  such  resins  on  the  burning  of  tobacco  leaf  (grant) _ $200,  000 

SUGARBEETS  AND  SUGARCANE 

2.  The  discovery  of  blocking  agents  for  the  aerobic  pathways  respon¬ 

sible  for  respiration  losses  of  sucrose  in  sugarbeets  (grant) _  100,  000 

3.  Expediting  development  and  application  of  improved  sugarcane 

processing  methods  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  100,  000 
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Maple  Sirup 


4.  The  establishment  and  operation  of  an  experimental  maple  sap 

evaporation  plant  (contract) _  $100,000 

Naval  Stores 

5.  Preparation  of  improved  paper  size  from  pine  gum  and  rosin  (De¬ 

partment  laboratory) _  20,  000 

6.  Catalytic  dimerization  of  alloocimene,  myrcene,  and  other  terpenes 

(contract) _  75,  000 

7.  Evaluation  of  monomers  derived  from  naval  stores  as  intermediates 

for  preparation  of  polymers  useful  for  protective  coatings,  plastics, 
rubberlike  products  and  similar  materials  (contract) _  80,  000 

8.  Reacting  acetylene  and  selected  terpene-derived  compounds 

(grant) _  75,000 


New  Crops 

9.  Investigations  of  the  thioglucosidase,  lipase,  and  other  enzyme 
systems  of  crambe  seed  as  a  basis  for  understanding  and  con¬ 
trolling  the  changes  that  may  occur  during  seed  processing 


(Department  laboratory) _  50,000 

10.  Chemical  investigations  on  the  economic  production,  purification, 

derivatization,  and  properties  of  difunctional  13-carbon  cleavage 
products  of  erucic  acid  as  a  basis  for  developing  expanded  indus¬ 
trial  usage  for  seed  oils  of  high  erucic  acid  content  (contract) _  120,  000 

11.  Preparation  and  evaluatior  of  a  variety  of  surfactants,  emulsifiers, 

and  related  products  from  erucic  acid  oils,  erucic  acid,  and  11- 
eicosenoic  acid  as  a  basis  for  establishing  preferred  industrial 
uses  for  crambe  and  related  cruciferous  oilseeds  (contract) _  120,  000 

12.  Exploratory  investigations  of  chemical  reactions  involving  the  in¬ 

troduction  of  reactive  groups  into  vegetable  oils  or  their  fatty 
acids,  such  as  the  oils  containing  petroselenic  acid  and  the  seed 
oil  of  Limnanthes  douglassii  (grant) _  60,  000 


POULTRY,  DAIRY,  AND  ANIMAL  PRODUCTS 

Poultry,  dairy,  and  animal  products  present  the  best  opportunity 
for  greatly  increasing  the  use  of  agricultural  crops  and  acres  and,  at 
the  same  time,  providing  the  consumer  with  more  of  the  nutritionally 
desirable  animal  foods  they  prefer. 

Each  pound  of  milk  solids  or  meat  (dressed  weight)  requires  about 
12  pounds  of  feed.  Meat  and  poultry  consumption  is  quite  sensitive 
to  price  (elasticity  —0.7).  Improvements  in  production  and  proc¬ 
essing  which  would  reduce  costs,  and  accordingly  the  retail  price  of 
meat,  would  substantially  increase  feed  consumption— a  1 -percent 
increase  in  livestock  production  would  increase  consumption  of  feed 
equivalent  to  80  million  bushels  of  corn. 

The  elasticity  of  demand  for  whole  fluid  milk  is  substantially  less — 
a  40-percent  reduction  in  retail  price  would  result  in  a  10-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  consumption — but  dried  whole  milk  products  of  excellent 
initial  quality  have  been  prepared  in  USDA  pilot  plants  which  would 
allow  for  such  a  reduction  over  present  retail  prices.  Storage  stability 
remains  the  principal  problem. 

Enhancement  of  return  from  hides,  inedible  fats,  and  wool  through 
utilization  research  to  devise  new  industrial  products  and  to  confer 
desirable  competitive  properties  would  contribute  returns  to  the 
livestock  industry  which  would  be  reflected  through  reduction  in  the 
price  of  meat  at  retail. 
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The  other  major  contribution  that  utilization  research  can  make  to 
increasing  use  of  livestock  products  is  the  development  of  new  and 
attractive  meat,  dairy,  and  poultry  products  that  will  increase  demand. 

Research  directed  to  stabilization  of  meat  through  freezing,  irrida- 
tion,  drying,  or  other  procedures  will  contribute  to  realization  of  the 
potential  labor,  distribution,  and  byproduct-use  economies  of  central 
processing.  Development  of  wholly  acceptable  dry  whole  milk  and 
dry  whole  eggs  will  reduce  retail  price  by  making  possible  distribution 
economies. 

Leather  can  be  made  competitive  in  qualities  and  cost  for  apparel 
use;  and  traditional  markets  can  be  regained  and  new  ones  developed 
by  chemical  modification  to  make  a  first-rate  leather  product  uniform 
in  physical  characteristics. 

Fats  can  be  converted  to  better  detergents,  to  chemical  intermed¬ 
iates,  to  new  and  better  lubricants,  plastics,  and  plasticizers. 

New  frozen,  canned,  or  dried  meat  dishes,  low-fat  milk  products, 
improved  dairy  spreads,  new  low-fat  cheeses  and  other  new,  attractive, 
and  convenient  foods  will  further  expand  the  demand  for  livestock 
products. 

Proposed  research  and  development: 

Dairy  Products 

WHOLE  MILK  CONCENTRATES 


1.  A  study  of  the  chemical  reactions  responsible  for  flavor  stability 

in  cheese  and  malted  milk  and  application  of  these  results  in 
development  of  dry  whole  milk  with  better  flavor  stability 
(expansion  of  current  Department  research) _  $50,  000 

2.  A  study  of  flavor  in  dry  whole  milk  based  on  model  systems  con¬ 

structed  from  the  individual  components  and  fractions  of  milk 
(expansion  of  current  Department  research) _  50,  000 

3.  A  study  of  the  effect  of  temperature  and  pressure  on  the  solubility 

of  gases  in  milk  and  milk  concentrates,  and  the  optimum  con¬ 
ditions  for  preparation  of  foam-spray  dry  whole  milk  (De¬ 
partment  laboratory — expansion  of  current  research) _  50,  000 

4.  A  study  of  the  influence  of  temperature  on  the  interfacial  prop¬ 

erties  of  milk  fat  and  the  factors  influencing  the  wettability  of 
phospholipid  films  (Department  laboratory — expansion  of 
current  research) _  50,  000 

5.  Properties  of  the  components  of  milk  related  to  physical  changes 

during  processing  and  storage.  Interactions  of  the  proteins  and 
the  effect  of  polyphosphates  thereon;  properties  of  the  stabilizing 
kappa-casein  (Department  laboratory — expansion  of  current 
research) _  75,  000 

6.  Chemical  study  of  lactones  which  arise  from  heat  processing  of  milk 

and  produce  undesirable  flavors  (memorandum  of  understand¬ 
ing)  _  50, 000 

7.  Flavors  and  their  precursors  in  milk  derived  from  pasture  or  dry 

feeding  practices  (memorandum  of  understanding) _  50,  000 


BUTTERFAT  AND  ITS  PRODUCTS 


8.  Development  of  beverage-quality  fluid  milk  concentrates  by  recon¬ 

stitution  in  foreign  countries  from  nonfat  dry  milk  and  anhydrous 
butter  oil  (contract) _  150,  000 

9.  New  uses  for  butterfat  by  separation  into  lower  and  higher  melting 

fractions — evaluation  of  stability  of  these  fractions  for  use  in 

foods  (contract) _  75,  000 

10.  Studies  on  the  desirable  flavors  of  butter— fractionation  of  butter 
oil  and  identification  of  specific  flavor  contributing  compounds 
and  their  precursors  (grant) _  100,  000 
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Dairy  Products — Continued 

NONFAT  DRY  MILK 

11.  Study  of  the  effect  of  flour  on  milk  proteins  in  recently  developed 

continuous  dough  mixing  process  (contract) _ 

LOW-FAT  DAIRY  PRODUCTS 

12.  Commercial  scale  development  of  manufacturing  process  for  new 

low-fat  cheese  (cheddarlike)  discovered  in  laboratory  research 
(contract) _ 

13.  Fundamental  investigations  of  mutational  changes  and  genetic 

recombination  in  lactic  acid  and  flavor-forming  bacteria  used  in 
making  starters  in  cheese  and  other  milk  products  (grant) _ 

Meat 

LOWER  COST - PROCESSED  MEAT  PRODUCTS 

14.  Studies  of  chemical  and  microbiological  factors  involved  in  the  freez¬ 

ing  of  meat:  Chemical,  physical,  and  biological  factors  involved 
in  the  development  of  oxidative  rancidity  in  fats,  fat  tissues,  and 
meats  (grant — expansion  of  current  Department  research) _ 

15.  Studies  of  the  physical  and  chemical  characteristics  of  meat  struc¬ 

ture  to  obtain  basic  information  needed  in  developing  improved 
methods  of  meat  processing:  Meat  protein  composition  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  tenderness  and  juiciness  (grant — expansion  of  current 
Department  research) _ 

16.  Development  of  new  or  improved  meat  processing  methods  and 

products:  Studies  on  the  effect  of  irradiation  on  native  muscle 
enzvmes  (contract) _ 

17.  Development  of  improved  methods  for  preparing  freeze-dried  meats 

in  order  to  provide  a  wider  range  of  freeze-dried  products  (grant) _ 

18.  Studies  on  microbiological  aspects  of  meat  processing  in  order  to 

provide  new  and  more  desirable  products:  Survival  of  pathogenic 
microorganisms  during  curing  and  smoking  (grant) _ 

19.  Development  of  new  or  improved  meat  processing  methods  and 

products:  Development  of  rapid  techniques  for  drv  sausage  pro¬ 
duction  to  reduce  time  in  process  and  improve  flavor  (memo¬ 
randum  of  understanding) _ 

NEW  AND  ATTRACTIVE  PRODUCTS 

20.  Improving  the  quality  of  meat  and  meat  products  through  studies 

on  the  recoverv  and  identification  of  the  substances  responsible 
for  the  flavor  and  aroma  of  meat  (grant- — expansion  of  current 
Department  research) _ 

21.  Development  of  new  frozen  meat  products  and  determination  of 

their  time-temperature-tolerance  relationships  in  order  to  develop 
new  avenues  for  the  utilization  of  meats  (contract) _ 

22.  Development  of  new  fabricated  products  for  increased  meat  utiliza¬ 

tion,  including  new  lamb  and  mutton  products  (memorandum 
of  understanding) _ 

23.  Development  of  new  smoked  meat  products  that  will  apply  new 

basic  knowledge  and  provide  new  avenues  for  meat  utilization 
(memorandum  of  understanding) _ 


$100,  000 

100,  000 
100,  000 

100,  000 

100,  000 

100,  000 
150,  000 

150,  000 

150,  000 

100,  000 
100,  000 
150,  000 
100,  000 
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Hides 

MODIFICATION  OF  HIDES 

24.  Chemical  modification  of  hide  proteins  by  introduction  of  new  and 

additional  reactive  sites  for  increasing  the  tanning  and  binding 
capacity  in  order  to  develop  new  and  improved  products  that  will 
create  nonconventional  markets  for  animal  hides  (Department 
laboratory) _ 

25.  Development  of  new  products  through  the  dispersion  and  reconsti¬ 

tution  of  the  collagen  fiber  structure  as  films,  fibers,  or  sponge 
form  to  create  new  outlets  for  hides  and  skins  (grant) _ 

26.  Investigations  on  the  reaction  of  chromium  complexes  with  collagen 

and  its  derivatives  to  determine  the  mechanism  of  chrome  tanning 
in  order  to  obtain  information  for  development  of  products  with 
improved  properties  which  will  aid  in  meeting  severe  competition 
of  synthetic  leather  substitutes  (grant) _ 

LOWER  COST  LEATHER  PRODUCTS 

27.  Studies  on  the  physical  properties  of  collagen  and  leathers  to  obtain 

basic  information  for  use  in  developing  products  with  improved 
service  performance  and  utility  to  enhance  leather’s  competitive 
position  with  substitutes  (grant) _ 

28.  Fundamental  studies  on  the  effect  of  processing  of  hides  on  the 

physical  properties  of  leather  in  order  to  obtain  information  for 
developing  greater  uniformity  to  meet  the  requirements  imposed 
by  automation  in  shoe  production  and  thus  lower  costs  (grant) 

Animal  Fats 

SYNTHETIC  DETERGENTS 

29.  Investigation  of  soap-detergent  combinations  based  on  inedible 

animal  fats  (grant — expansion  of  current  Department  research)  _ 

30.  Interfacial  adsorption  characteristics  of  sodium  salts  of  alkyl  esters 

of  alpha-sulfo  fatty  acids  as  related  to  their  wetting  and  detergent 
actions  (grant) _ 

LUBRICANT  AND  LUBRICANT  ADDITIVES 

31.  Radiation  induced  reactions  of  epoxides  looking  to  the  production 

of  fatty  derivatives  with  unique  lubricant  properties  (grant) _ 

PLASTICS  AND  PLASTICIZERS 

32.  Preparation,  polymerization,  and  copolymerization  of  polymerizable 

amides  from  animal  fats  (grant — expansion  of  current  Depart¬ 
ment  research) _ 

33.  Preparation  of  long-chain  products  from  epoxidized  and  hydroxy- 

lated  derivatives  of  inedible  animal  fats  for  use  in  the  external  and 
and  internal  modification  of  polymers  (grant) _ 

INDUSTRIAL  CHEMICAL  INTERMEDIATES 

34.  Synthesis  of  chemical  intermediates — derivatives  containing  phos¬ 

phorus,  sulfur,  oxygen,  and  nitrogen — from  animal  fats  (grant)  __ 

35.  Mass  spectrometric  study  of  functional  derivatives  of  long-chain 

fatty  acids  (grant) _ 

36.  Synthesis  of  pure  model  triglycerides  and  position  isomers,  such  as 

occur  in  lard,  for  fundamental  studies  on  relation  of  structural 
configuration  to  physical  and  rheological  properties  (grant) _ 


$100,  000 
100,  000 

100,  000 

100,  000 

200,  000 

100,  000 
75,  000 

200,  000 

100,  000 
100,  000 

100,  000 
200,  000 

125,  000 
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Poultry  and  Eggs 


POULTRY  MEAT  PRODUCTS 


37.  Expansion  of  the  quantitative  evaluation  of  volatile  poultry  flavor 

components  in  order  to  predict  and  control  their  contribution  to 
the  flavor  of  processed  poultry  products  (Department  laboratory)  _  . 

38.  Development  of  commercial  freeze-drying  procedures  and  equip¬ 

ment  for  piece-size  chicken  that  will  insure  uniform  complete 
drying  with  immediate  recognition  of  end  point  (contract) _ 

39.  Examination  of  the  role  of  tissue  proteins  in  the  texture  instability 

or  irradiated  poultry  (contract) _ 

40.  Study  of  changes  in  the  actomyosin  complex  of  proteins  in  poultry 

meat  during  aging  and  processing,  by  solubility  and  adenosine 
triphosphatase  measurements,  in  order  to  identify  causes  for  loss 
of  texture  and  water-holding  capacity  (grant) _ 

41.  Study  of  the  occurrence  and  formation  of  inosinic  acid  and  other 

nucleotides  in  poultry  meat  in  relation  to  optimum  flavor  devel¬ 
opment  (grant) _ 

42.  Microbiology  of  psychrophilic  (cold-tolerant)  bacteria  that  cause 

food  spoilage  (grant) _ 

43.  Determination  of  the  role  of  sarcoplasmic  proteins  of  poultry  meat 

during  aging  and  processing,  by  solubility  and  adenosine  tri¬ 
phosphatase  measurements,  in  order  to  identify  causes  for  loss 
of  texture  and  water-holding  capacity  (grant) _ 


$75,  000 

150,  000 
75,  000 

75,  000 

50,  000 
50,  000 

100,  000 


EGG  PRODUCTS 


44.  Modification  of  egg  white  by  chemical,  physical,  or  enzymic  means 

to  develop  products  for  specific  uses  (contract) _  100,000 

45.  Appraisal  of  possible  chemical,  nutritional,  or  toxicological  effects 

induced  in  egg  components  by  promising  pasteurization  treat¬ 
ments  (contract) _  150,  000 

46.  Modification  of  egg  product  composition  to  increase  effectiveness  of 

pasteurization  procedures  (contract) _  100,  000 

47.  Development  of  modified  egg  products  to  meet  special  convenience 

and  dutary  demand  (contract) _  100,  000 

48.  Studies  of  the  effects  of  processing  on  the  microstructure  of  egg 

products  as  a  basis  for  controlling  flavor  stability,  emulsifying 

power  and  dispersibility  (contract) _  75,  000 

49.  Characterization  of  poorly  defined  egg  proteins  and  their  role  in 

egg  product  properties  (grant) _  100,  000 


Detail  of  Construction  Plans  for  First  Year 


SOUTHEASTERN  LABORATORY 

Size  and  type 

A  building  similar  in  design  and  construction  to  the  Northern  Lab¬ 
oratory  is  proposed.  The  structure  would  consist  of  a  square  U,  ap¬ 
proximately  65  feet  by  260  feet  on  the  legs  and  200  feet  across  the 
front,  three  stories  plus  basement,  and  would  provide  approximately 
71,000  square  feet  of  net  usable  laboratory,  office,  library,  and  confer¬ 
ence  room  space  and  approximately  33,000  square  feet  of  net  usable 
pilot  plant  space. 

The  laboratory  space  would  provide  for  analytical,  organic,  physi¬ 
cal,  and  biological  chemical  laboratories,  instrument  rooms,  bacterio¬ 
logical  laboratories  and  culture  chambers,  and  for  study  and  office 
rooms  for  professional  and  administrative  personnel. 

The  pilot  plant  space  would  provide  for  commercial  and  semicom¬ 
mercial-scale  food  processing  and  oilseed  processing  equipment,  and 
for  tanks,  presses,  pumps,  evaporators,  driers,  and  other  engineering 
equipment  for  chemical  conversion  and  product  preparation,  testing, 
and  evaluation. 


30  RESEARCH  ON  UTILIZATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Location 

A  suitable  site  would  be  selected  in  the  Southeastern  United  States. 
Cost  of  construction 

Estimated  cost,  including  architect  fees,  supervision,  contingencies, 
and  basic  laboratory  furnishings  (e.g.,  laboratory  benches,  cabinets, 
hoods),  $9,500,000. 

Land 

Adequate  land  would  be  obtained  (federally  owned,  federally  pur¬ 
chased,  or  donated)  after  a  site  is  selected.  A  minimum  of  10  acres 
of  land  would  be  needed  for  the  laboratory  and  pilot  plant  facility, 
powerplant,  service  buildings,  parking  space,  and  access  areas. 

Design  and  plans 

Building  design  and  detailed  construction  plans  are  available. 

Time  for  completion 

Construction  would  require  less  than  3  years  following  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  proceed. 

Needs  and  program 

There  is  no  Federal  facility  in  the  southeastern  region  for  conducting 
utilization  research  on  the  important  crops  of  the  area.  Utilization 
research  on  these  crops  is  now  being  conducted  as  part  of  the  programs 
of  the  four  existing  utilization  research  and  development  laboratories 
at  New  Orleans,  La.,  Wyndmoor,  Pa.,  Peoria,  Ill.,  and  Albany,  Calif., 
all  of  which  are  operating  at  near  full  capacity.  Space  is  inadequate 
in  these  laboratories  to  permit  needed  strengthening  and  expansion 
of  research  on  the  commodities  assigned  to  them,  including  those  of 
primary  importance  to  the  southeastern  region. 

Existing  programs  on  important  southeastern  commodities  would 
be  transferred  from  the  four  existing  laboratories  to  the  new  facility 
proposed.  The  new  facility  would  provide  the  modern  laboratory 
and  pilot  plant  space  and  equipment  needed  to  pemiit  a  more  con¬ 
certed  basic  and  applied  research  attack  upon  the  problems  associated 
with  the  development  of  new,  improved,  and  expanded  uses  for  such 
commodities  as  poultry  and  eggs,  fruits  and  vegetables,  and  other 
crops  of  the  Southeast  including  peanuts,  tung,  and  naval  stores. 

The  entire  utilization  research  program  for  screening  and  evaluating 
new  crops  as  possible  replacements  for  presently  grown  crops,  would 
also  be  transferred  to  the  Southeastern  Laboratory  from  the  other 
four  utilization  research  divisions. 

The  availability  of  a  facility  for  devoting  exclusive  attention  to 
utilization  research  on  southeastern  crops  would  make  it  possible 
to  use  the  space  vacated  by  these  programs  in  the  present  utilization 
research  laboratories  for  needed  strengthening  of  research  on  the 
commodities  that  would  remain  with  them,  including  cotton,  cotton¬ 
seed,  and  sugarcane  at  New  Orleans;  cereals,  soybeans,  flaxseed, 
and  other  oilseeds  at  Peoria;  dairy  meat,  animal  fats,  hides,  and 
leathers,  potatoes,  and  honey  and  maple  products  at  Wyndmoor; 
and  cereals,  forages  and  feeds,  fruits,  vegetables,  wool  and  mohair, 
and  castorbeans,  at  Albany. 

Research  in  the  new  facility  would  emphasize: 

Poultry  and  eggs. — Development  of  dehydrated  poultry  meat; 
prevention  of  off-flavor  development  in  precooked  frozen  poultry 
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products;  prevention  of  toughness  in  frozen  poultry;  develop¬ 
ment  of  canned  poultry  products  for  export  and  special  uses; 
improvement  of  the  flavor,  dispersibility,  stability,  and  micro¬ 
biological  properties  of  dehydrated  whole  egg  and  egg  yolk; 
development  of  expanded  uses  for  egg  white. 

Peanuts. — Exploitation  of  the  unique  physical,  chemical,  and 
nutritive  properties  of  peanut  products  such  as  peanut  flour 
in  convenience  foods  such  as  baked  goods,  confections,  sauces 
and  in  the  fortification  of  other  types  of  flour  in  baked  goods. 

Naval  stores. — Development  of  new  and  improved  industrial 
products  from  the  components  of  pine  gum  for  use  in  surface 
coatings,  paper  size,  lubricants,  insecticides,  plasticizers,  and 
industrial  chemicals. 

Tung. — Development  of  fire-retardant  surface  coatings,  plas¬ 
tics,  and  other  industrial  chemicals  from  tung  oil. 

New  crops. — The  screening  and  characterization  of  large  num¬ 
bers  of  plant  species  in  the  search  for  new,  profitable  crops, 
noncompetitive  with  existing  crops,  that  can  be  grown  on  acres 
now  producing  surplus  cereals  and  cotton;  chemical  and  proc¬ 
essing  research  to  accelerate  determination  of  the  utilization 
potential  of  products  from  selected  new  crops. 

Fruits  and  vegetables. — Development  of  cirtus  and  other  fruit 
and  vegetable  juice  powders;  development  of  improved  fruit 
juices  and  high-moisture  dried  fruits;  development  of  rapidly 
rehydrating  fruit  and  vegetable  pieces;  improvement  and  devel¬ 
opment  of  new  fermented  vegetable  products. 

Staffing  and  operating  costs 

The  staffing  level  would  be  approximately  270  professional  person¬ 
nel  and  essential  supporting  personnel  (administrative  service,  labora¬ 
tory  assistants,  shop,  building,  and  maintenance) — approximately  200 
to  be  located  at  the  new  facility  and  the  remaining  70  at  existing  field 
stations  at  Olustee,  Fla.  (naval  stores);  Winter  Haven,  Fla.  (fruits  and 
vegetables);  Weslaco,  Tex.  (fruits  and  vegetables);  and  Raleigh,  N.C. 
(fermented  vegetables),  to  be  associated  with  the  Southeastern  Utili¬ 
zation  Research  and  Development  Division. 

The  operating  costs  would  be  approximately  $5  million  at  the  head¬ 
quarters  and  $1,750,000  for  the  associated  field  stations,  a  total  of 
approximately  $6,750,000. 

Sources  of  personnel  and  funds 

Operation  of  the  proposed  new  Southeastern  Research  and  Develop¬ 
ment  Division  (Southeastern  Regional  Research  Laboratory  and 
associated  field  stations)  would  be  carried  out  by  transfer  of  profes¬ 
sional  personnel  working  on  the  commodities  to  be  assigned  to  the 
new  Division  along  with  necessary  funds.  Transfer  of  four  field 
stations  now  of  the  Southern  Utilization  Research  and  Development 
Division  to  the  new  Southeastern  Division  would  be  a  jurisdictional 
transfer. 

EXPANSION  OF  NORTHERN  LABORATORY 


Size  and  type 

It  is  proposed  (A)  to  construct  an  addition  to  the  existing  main 
building  of  the  Northern  Utilization  Research  and  Development 
Laboratory,  Peoria,  Ill.,  consisting  of  an  L-shaped  extension  with 
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three  floors  and  basement,  providing  62,000  square  feet  of  usable 
space.  Construction  would  include  basic,  fixed  laboratory  equipment 
such  as  hoods,  benches,  sinks,  etc.  The  addition  would  provide  space 
for  72  chemical  laboratories  on  three  floors,  plus  laboratories  that 
could  appropriately  be  constructed  in  the  basement.  Compressor 
room,  cooling  tower,  and  other  facilities  necessary  for  the  new  exten¬ 
sion  would  be  housed  in  an  addition  to  the  present  service  building. 

It  is  proposed  (B)  to  convert  the  present  alcohol  pilot  plant  to 
general  pilot  plant  space,  providing  an  additional  9,500  square  feet. 
Specialized  alcohol  pilot  plant  equipment,  no  longer  used,  would  be 
would  be  removed  and  the  space  redesigned.  Balconies  would  be 
constructed  and  necessary  mechanical  services  would  be  provided. 
A  freight  elevator  to  the  service  area  would  be  installed. 

Cost  of  construction 

Estimated  cost,  including  architectural  fees,  supervision,  contingen¬ 
cies,  and  basic  laboratory  furnishings  for  the  main  building  extension 
(A),  $7.5  million;  for  conversion  of  the  alcohol  pilot  plant  (B),  $0.5 
million. 

Land 

Federal  land  is  available  at  the  present  site  for  the  proposed  con¬ 
struction. 

Design  and  plans 

Preliminary  plans  and  design  criteria  are  available  from  which  final 
plans  could  be  readily  prepared. 

Time  for  completion 

Construction  would  require  less  than  3  years  following  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  proceed. 

Need  for  expansion 

The  Northern  Laboratory,  constructed  in  1940,  is  the  major  Federal 
facility  most  concerned  with  the  development  of  industrial  uses  for 
major  cereal  and  oilseed  crops.  The  laboratory  is  operating  at  near 
full  capacity,  making  it  impossible  to  add  the  personnel  needed  to 
carry  out  its  research  program  on  a  scale  commensurate  with  its 
potential.  The  need  for  the  research  is  urgent  and  it  has  real  promise 
for  developing  expanded  economic  markets  for  the  cereals  and  oilseeds. 

The  present  facilities  at  Peoria  were  originally  designed  for  a  staff 
of  300.  By  converting  some  basement  and  pilot  plant  space  into 
laboratories,  and  by  crowding  of  laboratories  and  offices,  it  has  been 
possible  to  house  a  staff  of  400.  Only  limited  additional  staff  can  be 
accommodated.  Research  which  required  a  special  alcohol  pilot  plant 
has  now  been  completed.  The  utility  of  this  part  of  the  building  can 
be  greatly  increased  by  converting  it  to  general  use.  This  type  of 
space  is  needed  for  developmental  work  related  to  many  of  the  chemical 
research  projects  at  the  laboratory. 
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Construction  Plans  for  Second  Year 


Location  and  nature  of  construction:  Estimated 

Western  Utilization  Research  and  Development  Division:  cost 

Albany,  Calif.:  ( thousands ) 

Additional  wing _  $4,  400 

Renovate  and  expand  service  equipment _  430 

Pasadena,  Calif.:  Remodeling  to  provide  additional  laboratory 

space _  90 

Southern  Utilization  Research  and  Development  Division: 

New  Orleans,  La.: 

Additional  wing _  4,  300 

Expansion  of  refrigeration  plant _  340 

Olustee,  Fla.:  New  laboratory  for  naval  stores  research _  300 

Weslaco,  Tex.:  Remodeling  to  provide  for  additional  labora¬ 
tories  and  facilities _  200 

Eastern  Utilization  Research  and  Development  Division: 

Wyndmoor,  Pa.: 

Additional  wing _  4,  300 

Alteration  of  pilot  plant  and  construction  of  storage 

facility _  1,  000 


Total . . . . . .  15,  360 


Thwadditional  wings  proposed  for  the  main  buildings  at  Albany, 
Calif.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  Wyndmoor,  Pa.,  would  consist  of  three 
floors  and  basement  construction  to  close  the  open  ends  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  buildings  or  to  provide  for  equivalent  space  by  another  type  of 
construction  at  the  same  site.  Such  construction  would  provide 
space  for  40  additional  laboratories  on  3  floors,  plus  laboratories  that 
might  appropriately  be  constructed  in  the  basement. 

The  laboratories  thus  provided  would  be  used  for  expansion  of 
utilization  research  programs  at  the  three  laboratories  as  follows:  At 
Albany,  on  wheat  and  other  grains,  forages,  wool,  fruits,  vegetables, 
castor  beans,  and  sugarbeets;  at  New  Orleans,  on  cotton,  cottonseed, 
sugarcane,  and  rice;  at  Wyndmoor,  on  milk,  meat,  animal  fats,  hides 
and  leather,  honey,  maple,  fruits,  vegetables,  and  tobacco. 
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June  10, 1963 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

September  12, 1963 

Reported  by  Mr.  Holland,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1964;  namely: 


II 
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1  DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 

2  TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

3  Agricultural  Research  Service 

I  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

5  For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 

6  relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketings  nutrition  and 
^  consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
3  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran- 
9  tine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided, 

I®  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  he  available  for  field  em- 

11  ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 

12  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
1^  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  emplojment  under 
11  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  : 
15  Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
10  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  air- 
1^  craft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for 
1®  replacement  only :  Provided  further,  That  appropria- 
19  tions  hereunder  shall  he  available  pursuant  to  title  5, 
2^  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alter- 

21  ation,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 

22  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 

23  (except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex- 
21  ceed  $20,000,  except  for  htve  two  buildings  to  he  constructed 
25  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $40^000  $50,000 


3 


1  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 

2  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the 

3  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater:  Provided  further, 

4  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  contained  in  this  Act 

5  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facilities  at  Belts- 

6  ville,  Maryland : 

7  Besearch:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro- 

8  duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural: 

9  mftybtiiw  au-d  distribution^  not  otherwise  provided  ferT  in- 


10  eluding  related  eost  and 


sj  home  eco- 


11  nomics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 

12  associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 

13  for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase 

14  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100,  $94,015,000  $91,811,- 

15  700  7  plus  $400,0007  to  remain  available  until  expended,  for 
lb  construction,  alteration,  and  equipping  of  facilities  ;■  in  all 

17  $-91j445,00Qu  Provided,  -That,  in  addition?  net  more  than 

18  $5,000,000  may  be  transferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit 

19  Corporation  te  this  appropriation-,-  in  aeeo-rdanee  with  the  Aet 

20  of  done  89?  4948  -{4b  -U.S.C.  711b) ,  for  east  ef  production- 

21  and  other  research  designed  te  decrease  the  present  er  future 

23  tural  commodities-,  such  rescareh  te  be  conducted  through 

24  contracts  and  grants  as  authorized  by  the  Aet  ef  August 

25  44?  4940?  as  amended  :  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to 
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exceed  $ 35,000,000  may  be  transferred  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  this  appropriation,  in  accordance  with 
the  Act  of  June  29,  1948  (15  U.S.C.  714b),  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  and  development,  cost  of  production  research, 
and  other  related  research  designed  to  reduce  surplus  com¬ 
modities  held  or  to  be  held  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  such  amounts  as  are  required  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  equipping  of  research  facilities  for  utilization 
research  and  development  shall  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  may  enter  into  -agree¬ 
ments  with  and  receive  funds  from  any  State,  other  political 
subdivision,  organization,  or  individual  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  cooperative  research  projects  with  such  coopera¬ 
tors  :  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113  (a)  )  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized 
to  acquire  approximately  two-tenths  of  an  acre  of  land  at 
Pasadena,  California; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
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to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  IJ.S.O. 
1 141)— c,  f&OyAOoyOOO  $ 66,821,500 ,  of  which  $1,500,000 
shall  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of 
insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet 
emergenc}^  conditions :  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  he  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 
matching  In7  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum  :  Provided 
further,  That  no  funds  shall  he  available  for  carrying  out 
the  screivworm  eradication  program  that  does  not  require 
minimum  matching  by  State  or  local  sources  of  at  least  50 
per  centum  of  the  expenses  of  production,  irradiation,  and 
release  of  the  screivworm  flies'.  Provided,  further,  That,  in 
addition,  in  emergencies  which  threaten  the  livestock 
or  poultry  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary  may 
transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to 
the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Department  such  sums 
as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such  emer¬ 
gencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth 
disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other 
contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European 
fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28,  194/,  as  amended, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  undei 
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this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  he  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to 
process  or  renovated  butter,  $2-7,6387000  $ 28,126,250 . 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  he 
employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental 
research  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954 ,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704),  for  market 
development  research  authorized  by  section  104(a)  and  for 
agricultural  and,  forestry  research  and  other  functions  related 
thereto  authorized  by  section  104(h)  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C .  1704(a)  (k)),  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
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pended,  $2,500,000 :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
he  available,  in  addition  to  other  appropriations  for  these  pur¬ 
poses,  for  the  purchase  of  the  foregoing  currencies:  Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  to 
purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  deter¬ 
mines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  104(a), 
be  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made  available 
for  other  United  States  uses:  Provided  further,  That  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
purchase  of  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1044  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 
Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research,  and  for  other  ex¬ 
penses,  including  $38-, -1-1-3, 000  $40,613,000  to  cany  into 
effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2, 
1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $500,000  for  pay- 
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1  ments  authorized  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural 

2  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623)  ;  $1,000,000  for 

3  grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  ap- 

4  proved  October  10,  1962  (76  Stat.  806-807)  ;  $310,000 

5  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations 

6  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended; 

7  and  $460,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative 

8  State  Experiment  Station  Service,  including  administration 

9  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds 

10  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 

11  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and 

12  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  under  section  15 

13  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all, 

14  $407383,000  $ 42,883,000 . 

15  Extension  Service 

16  COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

17  Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Pico :  For  payments  foi¬ 
ls  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 

19  Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 

20  U.S.C.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 

21  347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat.  745), 

22  $£-3-, 020,000  $68,430,000 ;  and  payments  and  contracts  for 
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such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,570,000; 
in  all,  $61,590,000  $70,000,000 :  Provided,  That  funds 
hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act 
of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or 
Puerto  Pico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non- 
Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $7,1-40,000  $7 ,435 ,000 . 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat. 
745) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  to  coordinate  and 
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provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work  of  the 
Department  and  the  several  States  and  insular  possessions, 
$2,500,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer 
cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $^105,000  $1,201,- 
000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 
farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  Hoods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica¬ 
tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $07—1-80,000 
$ 09,000,000 :  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the 
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cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 
connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 
exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed 
$2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed 
or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building 
and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other  exist¬ 
ing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 
per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such 
building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration 
projects:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 
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WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.O.  1001-1008) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-f) ,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  $63, 222, 000  $ 63,992,000 ,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department 
for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  he  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000,  together  with  the  unobli¬ 
gated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated  for  loans 
and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
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accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $25,465,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  here¬ 
tofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood 
prevention  purposes:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 
Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
the  county  hoard  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such 
lands  are  situated:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$1,000,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds 
previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall 
be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GEEAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p) ,  $1-279047600  $ 14,640,000 ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 
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RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  ANI)  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011 ;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  $1,- 
200,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  and  related  expenses  under  subtitle  A  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961. 
as  amended :  Provided  f  arther,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 
574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  he  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2.  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a). 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing:  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
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population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  fanning,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on 
prospects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic 
development  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products, 
assembly  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and 
analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  programs 
and  policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United 
States  farm  products;  $0,8-3^900  $9,965,700 :  Provided, 
That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 


not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  com¬ 


modities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 
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Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting 
Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work, 
including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordina¬ 
tion  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $11,079,006  $11,486,000 : 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall 
he  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates 
of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial  crop. 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  SERVICES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  earry  on  sendees  related  to 
agricultural  marketing  ami  distribution  as  authorized  by  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Aet  of  T9 46  -f7  U.S.C.  4624 


-1627)  and  other  laws, 


of  mar¬ 


keting  re| 


aets  connected  therewith  and  for  adminis¬ 


tration  and  coordination  of  payments  to 


appro- 
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tion  706-fa)-  of  the  Organie  Aet  of  4944  -f§  F-.-S4A  574r)-j  and 
not  to  exceed  SfhgOOO  shall  he  available  for  employment  at 
rates  not  to  exceed  $7b  per  diem  under  section  4b  of  the  Aet 
of  August  ft  1946  -{§  U.S.O.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  sec¬ 
tion  201-faf  to  201-fd)-,  inclusivcy  of  title  44  of  the  Ag- 
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rieultnrai  Adjustment  Ael  el  1938  -f7-  44-.8-.-C.  -1291)  and 
section  203-(j)  el  Ore  Agricultural  Marketing  Aet  el  4-94-6-j 
837,061,0007 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627 )  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith;  research  and  development,  including  related  cost 
and  efficiency  evaluations,  and  services  relating  to  agricul¬ 
tural  marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory 
acts  connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coor¬ 
dination  of  payments  to  States;  and  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  at  rates  not 
to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to 
201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203 (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  $44,514,100 ,  of  which 
$1,600,000  is  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  peanut  quality  research  facility  and  the 
H.R.  6754 - 3 
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acquisition  of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by  donation:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  research  investigations  undertaken  at  the  national 
peanut  quality  evaluation  laboratory  must  be  truly  national 
in  scope  and  must  give  equivalent  treatment  to  the  different 
types  of  peanuts  produced  and  marketed  in  the  major  peanut 
producing  areas:  Provided  further,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im¬ 
provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
$ 20,000 ,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $50,000,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  build¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market¬ 
ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623(b)),  ,$M2£,000 
$1,500,000. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1446,  note),  $100,000,000. 
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SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.O.  1751-1760), 
$137,000,000:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5 
of  said  Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be 
transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  ( 7  U.  S.  O.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose 
other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  ( 1 ) 
transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  (3)  not  more  than 
$4,754,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961,  and  (4)  not  more  than  $40,000,000 
$51,500,000  for  expenses  for  the  Pilot  Food  Stamp  Pro- 
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gram,— and  -ffef  net  more  ifean  $2-5T0QO,O00  lor  transfer  to  Ike 
Credit  Corporation  to  fee  need  to  inerease  do- 


co-nsumptien  ol  any  farm  eominodity  or  farm  eom- 
by  tfee  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  fee  in 
surplus  supply  and  hereaft-cr  such  same  as  may  fee 
fey  the  Congress  shall  bo  available  foi  such 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766) ,  $18,505,000  $19,039,000 :  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  for¬ 
eign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in 
addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation 
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and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1-1 7a) ,  $4-, 09-37000  $ 1,095,000 . 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

expenses,  agricultural  stabilization  and 

CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a)  , 
16(d),  16(e),  16(f),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590  (o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q ;  76  Stat.  606-607)  as  added  by 
section  132  of  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  ;  subtitles  B  and 
C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814, 
and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit 


Corporation,  $105, 7377000  $1 07,091,400 :  Provided ,  That, 
in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $94,885,000  may  be  transferred 
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to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $40,051,- 
000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other 
funds  made  available  to  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  authorized  activities  may  be  advanced 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made  available 
under  this  Act  shall  be  used,  (1)  to  influence  the  vote  in  any 
referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation  except 
as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other 
expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community  committees 
established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging  in 
any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  supervisory  duties  and 
delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in  administrative 
regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$78,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGEICULTUEAL  CONSERVATION  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16  (a) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil 
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Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p  (a) ,  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for 
the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  dis¬ 
plays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $215,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  De¬ 
cember  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance 
with  the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appro¬ 
priation  Acts,  1962  and  1963,  carried  out  during  the  period 
July  1,  1961,  to  December  31,  1963,  inclusive:  Provided , 
That  none  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this 
shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of 
information  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers-* 
further,  That  no  portion  ©I  the  funds  for  the  4-964 
may  he  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assist 
ance  for  drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland 
Types  6  -fhlhU  4  (IV) ,  and  5-fVf  in  -United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  -Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  d9y 
Wetlands  of  the  United  States  4-996:  Provided,  further,  That 
no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  1064  program  may  he  utilized  to 
provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  in  any  State  of  the 
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Union  for  drainage  of  wetlands,  except  as  subject  to  the  same 
conditions  as  are  provided  by  Public  Law  87-732,  approved 
October  2,  1962 :  Provided  further,  That  necessary  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1964  program 
of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  in¬ 
cluding  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of 
February  29, 1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000, 
including  administration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  prac¬ 
tices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources 
of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  reconn 
mendation  of  such  comity  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in 
the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  tech¬ 
nical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
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may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  con¬ 
ditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices:  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or 
any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services, 
and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  under  programs  provided  for  herein :  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or 
any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting 
a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal 
year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any 
person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved 
August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate 
such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses 
designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress 
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to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Con¬ 
gress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the 
proper  official  channels. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
Eor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$294,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank 
programs:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be 
paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to 
the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants. 

LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16  (e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590li,  590p) ,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  27,  1962  (76  Stat.  606) ,  $10,000,000  $12,150,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 
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Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Dor  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development  in  providing  leader¬ 
ship,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the  rural 
areas  development  activities  of  the  Department,  $120,000: 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for  field 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not 
to  exceed  $3,000  shall  he  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a). 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Dor  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $3,953,000  $3,987 ,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Dor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,684,000,  of  which  total 
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appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to 
or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as 
the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73 
of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided , 
That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Dor  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $4,42Q7000  $1,426,140. 
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LIBRARY  FACILITIES 

For  the  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  draw¬ 
ings  for  the  National  Agricultural  Library,  $450,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  including  expenses  of  the  National  Agri¬ 
cultural  Advisory  Commission;  repairs  and  alterations;  and 
other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,735,000  $ 3,760,550 : 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from 
applicable  appropriations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the 
holding  of  hearings  as  required  by  the  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedures  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001)  :  Provided  further,  That  not 
to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be  available  for  official 
reception  and  representation  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided 
for,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
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TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 


loan  authorizations 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  he  borrowed  front 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  program,  $425,000,000,  of  which  $150,000,000  shall 
l>e  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the 
rural  electrification  program:  and  rural  telephone  program, 
$70,000,000. 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  IT.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  TT.S.O.  55a) ,  $14,162,000  $11,287,000. 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate 
loans,  $60,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $300,000,000,  of 
which  $50,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used 
only  to  the  extent  required  during  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  program. 

RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

For  rural  housing  loans,  $ 25,000,000 ,  to  he  made  avail¬ 
able  in  addition  to  and  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the 
terms  and,  conditions  applicable  to  funds  provided  under  sec¬ 
tion  dll  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1040,  as  amended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,000T0Q0  $1 ,000,000. 
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RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  THE  ELDERLY  REVOLVING  FUND 
For  loans  pursuant  to  section  515  (a)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.O.  1484;  76  Stat.  671) , 
including  advances  pursuant  to  section  335  (a)  of  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1985)  in  connection  with  security  for  such  loans, 
$2#OOtOOO  $ 3,500,000 . 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1471-1484) ,  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust 
Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440- 
444)  ;  $38, 367-, 000  $39,367 ,000,  together  with  not  more 
than  $1,050,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with 
the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the 
Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  section  514(h)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 
administered  by  this  Agency  may  be  transferred  to  this 
appropriation  for  temporary  held  employment  pursuant  to  the 
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second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.  C.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases. 
TITLE  III— COEPOEATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $6,950,-009 
$7,210,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 
Not  to  exceed  $3,530t090  $ 3,480,000  of  administrative 
and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

*  •  •  -  •  •  r .  .  •  »  q 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
net  realized  losses  sustained  during  the  fiscal  year  ending 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


34 


June  30,  1962,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961 
(15  U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713ar-12),  $2,500,000,000 

$2,699,400,000. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $41,650,000  shall  he  available  for 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per 
centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such 
times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  opera¬ 
tions:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (includ¬ 
ing  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 
basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve¬ 
ment,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
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including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

TITLE  IV— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Public  Law  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said 
Act,  $474-5270007000  $ 1,252,000,000 ;  (2)  commodities  dis¬ 
posed  of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $215,451,000;  and  (3)  long¬ 
term  supply  contracts  pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act, 
$5275-45-, 090  $ 79,000,000 . 

International  Wheat  Agreement 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1641-1642)  ,  $86,2L8tOQ9  $92,356,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended. 
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Bartered  Materials  for  Supplemental  Stockpile 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic  and  other  materials 
acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural 
commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 
stockpile  pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress  (7  U.S.'C.  1356),  $82,860,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

TITLE  V— BELATED  AGENCIES 

Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Not  to  exceed  $2,785,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  601.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  five 
hundred  and  fifteen  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  four 
hundred  and  ninety-eight  shall  be  for  replacement  only,  and 
for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  602.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
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Sec.  603.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  604.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  605.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  606.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  607.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
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1  shall  be  used  to  conduct  or  assist  in  conducting  any  program 

2  (including  but  not  limited  to  the  payment  of  salaries,  admin- 

3  istrative  expenses,  and  the  conduct  of  research  activities) 

4  related  dkectly  or  indirectly  to  the  establishment  of  a  national 

5  service  corps  or  similar  domestic  peace  corps  type  of  program. 

6  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

7  ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1964”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  6,  1963. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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SENATE 


1.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  and  commended  a  Dun  d^Bradstreet  analysis  of  75 
lumber  firms  which  h/  stated  shows  that  1962  was  the\second  most  prosperous 
year  since  1957  for/the  domestic  lumber  industry,  and\xpressed  opposition  to 
proposals  to  impose  quotas  on  imports  of  Canadian  lumbe\which  he  felt  should 
be  solved  through  "genuine  cooperative  efforts."  pp.  16067-9 


2.  NUCLEAR  TEST 
ban  treaty. 


^N  TREATY.  Continued  debate  on  ratification  o: 
pp.  16072-5,  16067-126 


.the  nuclear  test 


3.  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Gallup  poll  sftqwing  that  89 
percent/of  the  American  public  support  the  establishment  of  a  Yout\  Conserva¬ 
tion  Corps  and  cited  the  poll  as  a  reason  why  the  House  Rules  Commil 
clear  proposed  legislation  for  this  purpose,  pp.  16126-7 


:ee  should 


4  Fe6d  GRAINS .  Sen.  Miller  criticized  the  appointment  of  former  Representative 
load  as  a  consultant  with  the  Agency  for  International  Development  and  ch^ed 
that  the  appointment  was  a  payoff  for  Coad's  vote  in  1962  against  recommitaY 
of  the  feed  grains  bill  to  committee,  pp.  16064-5 


-  2 


5.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  Sen.  Holland  submitted  notice  of  his 
intention  to  suspend  the  rules  for  the  purpose  of  proposing  an  amendment  to 
this  bill,  H.  R.  6754,  to  provide  $25  million  for  rural  housing  loans,  p. 
16058 


LAND  USE  ADJUSTMENT.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Subcommittee 
Agricultural  Production,  Marketing  and  Stabilization  of  the  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee  met  in  executive  session  to  consider  S.  1588,  to  eliminate 
the  $10  million  limitation  on  the  land  use  adjustment  program,  byt  took  no 
final  abtion  and  recessed  subject  to  call.  pp.  D715-6 


7. 


FISHERIES.  \The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments  Si  1988,  to  pro¬ 
hibit  fishirigin  territorial  waters  of  the  U.  S.  by  personjr  other  than  nation¬ 
als  or  inhabitants  of  the  U.  S.  (S.  Rept.  500).  p.  1605Z» 


8.  ADJOURNED  until  MdO. ,  Sept.  16.  p.  16128 
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DAIRY.  S.  2146,  by  SenXTalmadge,  to  insure  certain  minimum  prices  to  dairy 
farmers  for  milk  sold  to\Federal  installations/located  in  States  in  which 
minimum  prices  for  milk  are  established  pursuant  to  State  authority  and  not 
pursuant  to  a  Federal  milk  marketing  order ;/to  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee. 
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No.  145 


House  of  Representatives 

The  House  was  not  in  session  today.  Its  next  meeting  will  be  held  on  Monday,  September  16,  1963,  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

-  / 

Senate 

Friday,  September  13,  1^63 


The  Senate  met  in  executive  session 
at  11  o’clock  a.m.,  and  was  called  to  order 
by  the  President  pro  tempore. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Frederick  Brown 
Harris,  D.D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer : 

O  Thou  God  over  all,  blessed  forever¬ 
more:  Amid  the  seething  strife  which 
mars  the  earth  and  still  builds  its  walls 
of  separation,  we  are  grateful  for  any 
flicker  of  light  which  sends  its  ray  down 
the  future’s  broadening  way. 

Whatever  be  the  vexatious  problem  we 
are  called  to  face  in  this  volcanic -day, 
we  thank  Thee  for  this  white  altar  of 
prayer,  reared  at  the  gates  of  the  morn¬ 
ing  which  speaks  to  us  ever  of  our  final 
reliance  on  the  supreme  spiritual  forces 
which  alone  abide,  and  on  which  our  sal¬ 
vation  in  the  end  depends. 

Before  the  toil  of  a  new  day  opens,/ 
as  busy  hours  await,  we  bring  to  The 
the  meditations  of  our  hearts;  may  they 
be  acceptable  in  Thy  sight.  MaWour 
compassion  help  to  heal  the  opeiy^ores 
of  the  world  as  we  serve  the  present  age, 
our  calling  to  fulfill. 

In  the  Redeemer’s  name  ,/e  ask  it. 
Amen. 


statements  in  that  connectior/be  limited 
toS  minutes. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore, 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


With- 


SNERGY 


THE  JOURI 

On  request  of  Mr.  ^ansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  as  in  legislative  ses¬ 
sion,  the  reading  of  the  Journal  of  the 
proceedings  of  Thursday,  September  12, 
1963,  was  dispensed  with. 


ORDER  F05C  TRANSACTION  OF  ROU¬ 
TINE  LEGISLATIVE  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  ummimous  consent  that  after  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  nominations,  which  I 
sha^T  call  up  shortly,  there  be  a  morning 
hour,  as  in  legislative  session,  and  that 


dent  be  immediately  notified  of  the  con¬ 
firmation  of  all  these  nominations. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  President  will  be  noti¬ 
fied  forthwith. 


NOMINATIONS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  tnelSenate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  olfthe  nominations  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 

The  motion  was\agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDENT^  pro  tempore.  If 
there  be/no  reports  of  committees,  the 
clerk  wnl  state  the  nominations  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 


MEMORIAL 


INTERNATIONAL  ATOMIC 
AGENCY 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations  in  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, \I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  these  nomn 
inations  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  nominations  will  be 
considered  en  bloc;  and,  without  ob¬ 
jection,  they  are  confirmed. 


UNITED  NATIONS 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read 
sundry  nominations  in  the  United  Na¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  these  nomi¬ 
nations  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  nominations  will  be 
considered  en  bloc;  and,  without  objec¬ 
tion,  they  are  confirmed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Presi¬ 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  telegram  in  the  nature 
of  a  memorial,  signed  by  Dr.  Felix  M. 
Goizueta  Diaz,  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  nuclear  test  ban  treaty, 
which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table. 


REPORTS  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

The  following  reports  of  a  committee 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  PASTORE,  from  the  Committee  on 
Commerce,  without  amendment: 

S.  1005.  A  bill  to  amend  paragraph  (2)  (G) 
of  subsection  309(c)  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  by  granting  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission  addi¬ 
tional  authority  to  grant  special  temporary 
Authorizations  for  60  days  for  certain  non- 
broadcast  operations  (Rept.  No.  498):  and 
1193.  A  bill  to  amend  section  309(e)  of 
the  (Communications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended, 
to  require  that  petitions  for  intervention  be 
filed  nownore  than  30  days  after  publication 
of  the  hearing  issues  in  the  Federal  Register 
(Rept.  No.  499). 

By  Mr.  BARTLETT,  from  the  Committee 
on  Commerce, \with  amendments: 

S.  1988.  A  bill\to  prohibit  fishing  in  the 
territorial  watersxaf  the  United  States  and 
in  certain  other  are^s  by  persons  other  than 
nationals  or  inhabitants  of  the  United  States 
(Rept.  No.  500) . 


BILLS  INTROD 

Bills  were  introduced,  re  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  sent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  a  flows: 


16057 


\ 
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By  Mr.  BEALL: 

S.'S! 45.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Rolando  Ay- 
son  Nkjera;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judici- 

BySMr.  TALMADGE  (for  himself,  and 
Mk  McCarthy)  : 

S.  2146.  A\£ill  to  insure  certain  minimum* 
prices  to  dair\  farmers  for  milk  sold  to  Fed¬ 
eral  installation  located  in  States  in  which 
minimum  prices 'for  milk  are  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  State  authority  and  not  pursuant  to 
a  Federal  milk  marketing  order;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  and  Forestry. 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 
PRINTING  OF  ADDITIONAL  COPIES 
OF  REVISED  COMMITTEE  PRINT 
ENTITLED  “FEDERAL  ^DISASTER 
RELIEF  MANUAL” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  submitted  'tihe  fol¬ 
lowing  concurrent  resolution  (SN.  Con. 
Res.  59) ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration  -S 
Resolved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House 
Representatives  concurring) ,  That  there  be\ 
printed  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations  twenty-five 
thousand  additional  copies  of  the  revised 
edition  of  the  committee  print  entitled  “Fed- 
eral  Disaster  Relief  Manual”,  which  was  is¬ 
sued  by  that  committee  on  August  30,  1963. 


RESOLUTION 

PRINTING  OF  ADDITIONAL  COPIES 
OF  REVISED  COMMITTEE  PRINT 
ENTITLED  “FEDERAL  DISASTER 
RELIEF  MANUAL” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  resolution  (S.  Res.  198) ;  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration : 

Resolved,  That  there  be  printed  for  the  use 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  four  thousand  additional  copies 
of  the  revised  edition  of  the  committee  print 
entitled  “Federal  Disaster  Relief  Manual”, 
which  was  issued  by  that  committee  on 
August  30,  1963. 

.  ■■■■  . .  111  t  ■ 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND 
THE  RULE— AMENDMENT  TO 

AGRICULTURE  DEPARTMENT  AP¬ 
PROPRIATION  BILL 
Mr.  HOLLAND  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  notice  in  writing : 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  no¬ 
tice  in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to 
move  to  suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for 
the  purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
6754)  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  for  other  purposes,  the  following  amend¬ 
ment;  namely,  on  page  31,  after  line  13,  in¬ 
sert  the  following : 

“rural  housing  loans 
“For  rural  housing  loans,  $25,000,000,  to 
be  made  available  in  addition  to  and  in  the 
same  manner  and  under  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  applicable  to  funds  provided  under 
Section  511  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND  also  submitted  an 
amendment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him,  to  House  bill  6754,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 


year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  the  amendment  referred 
to,  see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

NOTICE  OF  HEARINGS  ON  CERTAIN 

CONVENTIONS  AND  PROTOCOLS 

BY  COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN 

RELATIONS 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  announce  that  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  will  meet  in  public 
session  on  Tuesday,  September  17,  1963, 
at  10  a.m.  in  room  S-116  in  the  Capitol 
to  receive  testimony  on  the  following 
conventions  and  protocols : 

First.  Consular  conventions:  (a)  Con¬ 
vention  with  Korea  signed  at  Seoul  on 
January  8,  1963 — Executive  B,  88-1;  and 
(b)  convention  with  Japan  signed  at 
Tokyo  on  March  22,  1963 — Executive  I, 
88-1. 

Second.  Protocol  dated  at  Rome,  Sep¬ 
tember  15,  1962,  to  amend  the  Conven- 
>n  on  International  Civil  Aviation  done 
at'Chicago  on  December  7,  1944 — Execu¬ 
tive^,  88-1. 

Thnal.  Extradition  treaties:  (a)  Coi 
ventiomwith  Sweden,  together  with  Re¬ 
lated  protocol,  signed  at  W ashingtor/Oc- 
tober  24,  1961 — Executive  E,  87 (b) 
convention  Vith  Israel,  signed  ajr  Wash¬ 
ington  December  10,  1962 — Executive  E, 
88-1;  and  (c)  protocol  signesr  at  Rio  de 
Janeiro  on  June\18,  1962,  tsr  amend  Ex¬ 
tradition  Treaty  with  Brafil  dated  Jan¬ 
uary  13, 1961 — Executive/,  87-1. 


ANNOUNCEMENT yOP^BHOWING  OF 
“AFRICA  TODAY” 

Mr.  ELLENQER.  Mr.  President,  on 
September  2l/,nd  24  I  hope  to  show 
“Africa  Today,”  which  is  a  senes  of  mo¬ 
tion  picture  I  took  while  I  was  na  Africa 
last  year/ The  showings  will  takkplace 
at  2  p.mr  and  7:30  p.m.  on  each  df 
I  i/ite  all  Senators,  all  those  vwio 
server  on  the  office  staffs  of  Senator 
th/e  who  serve  the  Senate,  and  anyone 
fe  who  may  be  interested,  to  attend. 
The  pictures  will  be  shown  in  the  New 
Senate  Office  Building  auditorium.  I 
assure  everyone  that  the  pictures  are 
quite  objective,  and  I  believe  will  be 
interesting. 

ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE 

APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows : 

By  Mr.  BARTLETT: 

Statement  by  him  on  dog-team  delivery  of 
the  mail  in  Alaska. 


TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE  LEGIS¬ 
LATIVE  BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Un¬ 
der  the  order  previously  entered,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  now  in  order,  as  in  legis¬ 
lative  session. 


THE  CITIZEN  AND  HIS  PUBLIC 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  earlie 
this  week  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph ^de¬ 
livered  a  provocative  address  entitled 
“The  Citizen  and  His  Public  R/>onsi- 
bilities.”  The  address  was  de/ered  at 
a  luncheon  meeting  of  the  Federal 
Editors  Association,  at  the/residential 
Arms  Hotel,  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
September  12.  His  ei/llent  address 
points  out  a  number  on  the  important 
problems  which  todaVconfront  the  citi¬ 
zen  in  his  public  responsibilities,  as  a 
result  of  the  frighteningly  complex  prob¬ 
lems  which  fac e/our  country — problems 
which  are  faiymore  difficult,  far  more 
intricate,  ai \A  which  call  for  a  far 
speedier  so/ion  than  was  the  case  in 
the  days  /  our  grandfathers  and  our 
great-gr/dfathers. 

I  concnend  this  address  to  all  Sena¬ 
tors, /d  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

lere  being  no  objection,  the  address 
is  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
is  follows : 

The  Citizen  and  His  Public  Responsibilities 
(Speech  by  Senator  Jennings  Randolph, 
Democrat,  of  West  Virginia,  at  luncheon¬ 
meeting  ,of  Federal  Editors  Association, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  12,  1963) 

It  is  a  genuine  pleasure  to  have  this  op¬ 
portunity  to  discuss  “The  Citizen  and  his 
Public  Responsibilities”.  I  know  I  am  ad¬ 
dressing  a  distinguished  body  of  practition¬ 
ers  of  the  art  of  public  information. 

*  *  *  *  * 

We  must  define  the  problem,  because  the 
role  of  the  citizen  in  a  dynamic  society  mu^f 
change  with  the  altering  structure  of  so¬ 
ciety.  I  offer  nothing  new  on  the  subject, 
but  merely  to  establish  a  context  within 
which  to  approach  the  problem. 

For  this  purpose  I  believe  we  can  agree 
that  the  role  of  the  American  citizen  was 
first  most  clearly  expresed  in  the  writings 
of  Thomas  Jefferson.  Here  was  developed 
the  view  of  the  American  citizen  as  the 
independent  freeholder.  He  was  jealous  of 
his  own  integrity  afid  independence,  in¬ 
formed  on  matters  of  public  concern,  and 
capable  of  exercising  reasoned  judgment  in 
kthe  light  of  this  information.  The  under- 
ying  assumption  of  this  view  was  that  man 
a^ts  of  his  own  free  will,  guided  by  the 
lifprt  of  innate  reason,  and  that  all  citizens 
are  potentially  capable  of  exercising  reason. 

During  the  18th  century  and  for  the  first 
half  of\he  19th  century,  this  typical  Ameri¬ 
can  citizto.  found  himself  in  a  society  which 
was  predominantly  rural  and  agrarian. 
And  with  toe  continual  advancement  of  the 
frontier  thera.  existed  in  general  a  harmony 
between  the  public  interest  and  the  interests 
of  the  individuakcitizen.  We  need  not  cavil 
at  the  truth  of  this  picture  in  every  instance. 
This,  I  believe,  is  \n  general  a  fair  sketch 
of  the  surrounding  conditions  and  the  basic 
assumptions  of  the  historic  image  of  the 
American  citizen.  Thi\is  the  image  that 
governs  much  of  the  political  thought  and 
rhetoric  of  today.  But  what  of  the  change 
from  the  conditions  that  ga^e  birth  to  this 
image? 

Beginning  with  the  great  Vmmigration 
waves  of  the  1840’s  and  continuing  with 
the  industrialization  of  the  Nortrhafter  the 
Civil  War,  American  civilization  underwent 
a  major  reconstruction.  The  conditions  of 
life  changed  from  the  rural  and  agrarian  so¬ 
ciety  to  an  increasingly  urban  and  indus¬ 
trial  one.  We  have  not  yet  accommoda 
ourselves  to  this  change.  We  have  not  yi 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  strfdy  of  expanding  trade  in  wheat  and  other 

commodities  with  Soviet  sphere.  9en.  Lausche  submitted  amendment  to  USDA  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  to  increase  interest  rate  on  REA  loans  up  3  percent.  House  committee  re¬ 
ported  (on  Sept.  13)  tax  reduction  bill. 

SENATE 

1.  APPROPRIATIONS;  LOANS.  Sen.  Lausche  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  for  1964  to  increase  the  interest 
rate  on  REA  loans  from  2  percent  to  3  percent,  p.  16136 


2.  WHEAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Humphrey  called  attention  to  theXsales  agreement 

whereby  Canada  will  deliver  to  Russia  239  million  bushels  of\anadian  wheat  and 
wheat  eqj/ivalent  of  flour  by  July  31,  1964,  cited  this  as  an  example  of  the 
U.  S.  being  bypassed  in  its  sales  of  wheat  and  other  products  fo\  export  to 
Russia,  and  called  "upon  our  Government  -  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the\Congress 
it/elf  -  to  reexamine  our  trade  policy  and  explore  the  possibilities  >of  ex- 
inding  foreign  trade  in  food  products  in  the  Soviet  sphere.”  Sen.  Pe\l  ex¬ 
pressed  support  for  Sen.  Humphrey's  statement,  pp.  16205-6 


NUCLEAR  TEST  BAN  TREATY.  Continued  debate  on  ratification  of  the  nuclear 
ban  treaty,  pp.  16159-64,  16167-205,  16210-27 
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5. 


EMPLOYMENT.  The  Subcommittee  on  Employment  and  Manpower  of  the  Labor  and  Wei; 
fare  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments  S.  191,,, 
the  proposed  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Act  providing  for  the  establishment 
of  an  Eqi.’ol  Employment  Opportunity  Administration  in  the  Department  of  1/abor, 

vp.  D720 


FARM  COOPERATIVES.  Sen.  Thurmond  inserted  a  Drew  Pearson  column,  "Farm  Coopera¬ 
tives  Succeed  in  Rumania,"  in  which  he  states  that  the  farm  cooperatives  in 
Rumania  seem  to  be  working,  in  general,  and  have  been  more  successful  than 
those  rn  Russia,  p.  16209 


6.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Metcalf  inserted  several  items  in  supjz^brt  of  the  Knowles 
Dam  projectXon  the  Columbia  River  for  flood  control,  powep^generation,  re¬ 
creation,  anoyother  related  water  uses.  pp.  16150-9 


7.  CONGRESSIONAL  ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Bartlett  supported  the  establishment  of  a 
-  Joint  Committee  o\  the  Organization  of  the  Congress/co  study  and  recommend 
means  of  improving  congressional  procedures,  p.  l/l39 
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8.  TAXATION.  The  Ways  and  MeCns  Committee  repo^rced  (on  Sept.  13,  during  adjourn¬ 
ment)  without  amendment  H«il.  8363,  the  taK  reduction  bill  (H.  Rept.  749). 
p.  16131  A  r 


9.  FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE.  Both  House s\receia^d  the  President’s  annual  report  on  the 
foreign  assistance  program  (H.  Do<.  y^57) .  pp.  16130,  16132 


10.  FOREIGN  AID,  Received  from  the  Tn^asbnry  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association  Act  co  authorize  the  United  States  to 
participate  in  an  increase  in yche  resources  of  the  International  Development 
Association;  to  the  Banking  /nd  Currency'Oommittee.  p.  16130 


11.  HOUSING.  Received  from  th/  Comptroller  General  a  report  on  "undue  increases 
in  maximum  Federal  Contributions  resulting  frbm  the  method  of  financing 
off- site  community  facilities  for  low-rent  housing  projects.  Public  Housing 
Administration,  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency?\  p.  16130 
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12.  ELECTRIFICATION/  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Metcalf  Complimenting  the 
extension  of ^electric  power  facilities  to  the  Yaak  River\Valley,  Mon.  p, 

A57S8 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Saylor  inserting  an  article\critical  of  the 
exter.sio/  of  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration  to  southern\£daho.  p.  A5914 


13.  NATIONAL  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Nelson  inserting  his  news 
release  noting  the  natural  resources  development  in  Wisconsin  anaMJSDA’ s 
stuldy  of  the  northern  parts  of  Wise.,  Mich.,  and  Minn,  recommending^ways  of 
revitalizing  their  economy.  pp.A5801-2 


14/ MONOPOLIES .  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Beall  inserting  an  address  exp^s^ssinS 
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He  had  a  dazed  look. 

He  knows  he  has  quintuplets,  all  right, 
but  the  ramifications  hadn’t  begun  to  soak 

■yin. 

.The  father  of  5  children  already  ob- 
ously  hadn’t  gotten  used  to  suddenly  be¬ 
coming  the  father  of  10. 

.Fischer’s  parents  were  proud,  but  also 
a  littl\dazed. 

Mrs.  NJohn  Fischer,  a  small  brown-eyed 
woman  okfi3,  said: 

"X  just  don’t  know  what  to  say.” 

The  elder\Mrs.  Fischer  spent  the  night 
that  quintuplets  were  imminent  in  the 
family. 

Grandma  Fisc\er  got  the  word  by  tele¬ 
phone.  She  criedSjhe  news  to  her  husband 
outside. 

“What  are  you  cV^ing  for?”  he  asked. 
“I’m  happy  about  It.” 

The  elder  Mr.  Flschfer  spent  the  night 
praying  that  everything  wrould  be  all  right 
for  the  expected  Infants  an^the  rest  of  the 
family. 

Danny,  who  Is  almost  8,  waAythe  only  boy 
In  the  family  until  this  morning.  He  didn’t 
have  much  to  say  about  the  change. 

When  Mr.  Fischer’s  children  first  heard 
the  news  they,  like  everyone  else,  Couldn’t 
believe  it. 

They  Just  looked  at  each  other  \^.nd 
grinned. 

Later,  they  decided  it  was  going  to  be  juS 
fine — each  would  have  a  pet. 

President  and  Mrs.  Kennedy  learned  of  the 
birth  at  Newport,  R.I.,  and  wired  congratu¬ 
lations. 

The  message  said: 

“Please  accept  our  best  wishes  and  hearty 
congratulations  on  the  occasion  of  the  birth 
of  your  quintuplets.  It  is  an  event  of  great 
national  pride.  We  wish  Mrs.  Fischer  a 
speedy  convalescence  and  we  wish  for  the 
continued  satisfactory  progress  of  the  in¬ 
fants. 

“President  and  Mrs.  Kennedy.” 

An  aid  to  Senator  Karl  Mundt,  Republi¬ 
can,  of  South  Dakota,  offered  his  assistance. 
And  Aberdeen  Mayor  J.  Clifton  Hurlbert 
proclaimed  it  “Mr.  and  Mrs.  Andrew  Fischer 
Day”  in  the  city. 

Senator  Mtjndt  also  sent  a  congratulatory 
telegram  to  the  parents,  saying,  “Heartiest 
congratulations  on  your  amazingly  happy 
event.  You  have  put  Aberdeen  on  the  world 
map.  Mrs.  Mundt  joins  me  in  extending  the 
best  of  good  wishes  for  a  happy  future  for 
your  whole  family.” 


[From  the  Washington  Star,  Sept.  15,  1963] 

Venezuelans  Congratulate  the  Fischers  . 

Maracaibo,  Venezuela. — The  parents  /of 
Venezuela’s  quintuplets  congratulated/the 
Andrew  Fischers  of  Aberdeen,  S.  Dak.,  sester- 
day  on  the  births  of  theirs. 

“Is  that  so?”  said  Efren  Prieto  when  told 
the  news.  “We  are  happy.  We  c^gratulate 
them.” 

Mr.  Prieto  was  with  his  wifef  Ines,  in  her 
room  at  the  university  hospyKal  where  their 
5  boys  were  born  last  saturdji 

[From  the  Washington  Star,  Sept.  15,  1963] 

Annette  Dionne  Thrilled  by  Birth  of 
U.S.  Quints 

Montreal,  September  14. — Annette  Allard 
roused  her  husband,  Germain,  from  a  late 
morning  sleep  t/aay  to  tell  him  about  the 
birth  of  quintuplets  in  Aberdeen,  S.  Dak. 

“Isn’t  it  tlufilling?”'she  asked.  Annette  is 
one  of  the  five  Dionne  quintuplets  born  May 
28,  1934,  in/ Callander,  Ontario. 

“She  was  really  excited  about  it,”  Mr.  Ger¬ 
main  sjnd  later,  telling  about  his  wife’s  reac¬ 
tion  \f>  the  South  Dakota  births. 

le  said  she  would  like  to  see  them,  and 
fte  them  to  wish  them  luck  and  extend  her 
bngratulations,”  he  said.  “I  haven’t  spoken 
''to  the  other  Dionne  quints,  but  I  know  they 


were  all  pretty  excited  about  the  Venezuela 
quints.” 

The  other  surviving  Dionne  quintuplets  are 
Yvonne,  a  mm  in  Moncton,  New  Brunswick; 
Cecile,  wife  of  Philippe  Langlois,  and  Marie, 
Mrs.  Florian  Houle.  The  fifth  quint,  Emilie, 
died  August  20,  1954. 

[From  the  Washington  Star,  Sept.  15,  1963] 

Quint  Family  Flooded  by  Town’s  Aid 
Offers 

Aberdeen,  S.  Dak.,  September  14. — When  a 
couple  of  your  neighbors  suddenly  have  a 
family  of  10  kids  under  8  years  old,  you  stop 
in  amazement  for  a  moment — then  pitch  in 
to  help  out. 

That’s  the  way  it  was  with  Aberdeen  resi¬ 
dents  today  as  they  sparkled  in  the  spot¬ 
light  of  worldwide  attention  with  the  birth 
of  quintuplets  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Andrew 
Fischer. 

Aberdeen,  which  calls  itself  “The  Hub 
City,”  has  made  the  Andrew  Fischers  a  com¬ 
munity  project. 

Donations?  You  name  it. 

Three  banks  have  kicked  in  savings  ac¬ 
counts  ranging  from  $10  to  $100  each.  A 
barbership  promises  free  haircuts,  grocery 
stores  have  lined  up  baby  food  by  the  case, 
a  five-and-ten,  $100  worth  of  toys. 

FLOOD  OF  OFFERS 

A  trading  stamp  center  tossed  in  29^000 
stamps,  there’s  $250  worth  of  dry  cleaning, 
vfolor  portraits,  a  free  theater  pass,  atod  the 
elephone  company  says  it  will  putyfn  a  free 
extension  phone  for  a  year. 

le  Fischers  rent  a  four-bed/oom  farm¬ 
house,  somewhat  in  need  of  r/pair — several 
offers  promised  paint  and  cifsh  for  a  new 
house  ok  remodeling  of  the/old. 

“The  whole  town  is  sparkfing,”  one  resident 
said.  “Everyone  is  happy  for  them.” 

Rev.  William  Neuratfi,  pastor  of  Sacred 
Heart  CatholiXchurcJfl,  said  he  plans  to  al¬ 
lude  to  the  qNjinl/"  birth  in  tomorrow’s 
sermon. 

“It’s  a  great  evefSV’  he  said. 

Aberdeen  is  /  clean  little  city  of  about 
23,000,  noted ymostlykas  one  of  pheasant¬ 
hunting  capjvals  of  South  Dakota  each  fall. 
It’s  a  distribution  centerSfor  the  area’s  live¬ 
stock  and/farming  businesk,  and  has  a  State 
college  ^nd  a  junior  college. 

QUADS  BORN  IN  19\l 

BUt  it  has  never  had  quintuplets,  although 
a  set  of  quadruplets  was  born  i\  the  same 
Sspital  in  1931.  All  survived  ancK^re  mar- 
fied  with  children  of  their  own. 

Mary  Ann  Fischer,  object  of  the  b first  of 
attention  for  her  five  babies,  has  befctn  a 
bowler  of  note  in  Aberdeen  leagues  and  is 
expert  at  vegetable  preserving  and  other  dfi^- 
mestic  duties. 

She  put  up  100  quarts  of  dill  pickles  this 
fall,  along  with  uncounted  jars  of  fruits  and 
vegetables. 

She  is  a  native  of  nearby  Hecla,  S.  Dak. 
Andrew  Fischer  was  born  in  Linton,  N.  Dak. 
They  were  married  May  14,  1954,  in  Aberdeen. 

Mr.  Fischer  has  been  employed  by  the  Nash 
Finch  Co.,  a  wholesale  grocery  firm,  for  the 
last  18  years. 

[From  the  Washington  Star,  Sept.  15,  1963] 
District’s  Only  Quints  Survived  for  8 
Hours 

The  only  known  set  of  quintuplets  ever 
born  in  the  District  lived  Just  a  few  hours, 
according  to  available  and  Incomplete  rec¬ 
ords. 

That  was  on  March  27  and  28,  1945,  when 
Mrs,  Ada  H.  Turner,  then  36,  gave  birth  to 
five  tiny  girls,  each  weighing  from  1  to  1  y2 
pounds,  at  Freedmen’s  Hospital.  The  in¬ 
fants  were  2 1/2  months  premature. 

The  first  was  born  at  10:40  p.m.  to  the  wife 
of  Harold  Turner,  a  Bureau  of  Standards 
clerk,  and  all  had  been  born  within  the  next 
17  minutes.  All  died,  despite  efforts  of  the 


hospital  staff  to  save  them,  by  6  a.m. 
next  day. 

Medically,  quintuplets  are  a  41.5  mjfiion- 
to-1  shot  and  only  five  other  sets  are  known 
to  have  been  born  in  the  United  States  since 
1880.  Quintuplet  births  occurred  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  in  1896,  1914  and  1948,  iiy  Monticello, 
Ill.,  in  1880  and  in  Texas  in  195 

The  birth  of  the  thriving/South  Dakota 
quints  to  Mrs.  Andrew  Fischer  was  the  sec¬ 
ond  time  it  had  happened  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere  within  a  week.  Another  set  was 
born  September  7  in  Venezuela  to  Mrs.  Inez 
Marie  Cuervo  de  Prieto,  34,  who,  like  Mrs. 
Fischer  already  hadyfive  children. 

Only  twice  before  in  the  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere  have  quintuplets  survived  infancy. 
The  five  Dionne' sisters  became  world  sen¬ 
sations  and  wpfe  declared  natural  resources 
of  Canada  wfien  they  were  born  in  1934. 
Four  of  thezh  are  still  alive.  The  other  sur¬ 
viving  quints  were  born  in  Buenos  Aires,  Ar¬ 
gentinean  1943  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Franco 
Diligenti.  Mr.  Diligenti  is  a  millionaire, 
wheretis  the  Dionnes  were  as  poor  as  the 
Verye'uelan  family. 

laving  the  wealth  to  do  so,  Mr.  Diligenti 
6pt  his  brood  pretty  much  out  of  sight  and 
they  grew  up  unaffected  by  the  turmoil  their 
birth  created.  The  Dionnes  more  or  less 
grew  up  in  a  goldfish  bowl  and  it  cannot  be 
said  that  their  exploitation  brought  them 
total  happiness. 

The  Venezuelan  Government  has  indicated 
it  will  help  Mr.  de  Prieto  with  his  suddenly 
expanded  responsibilities. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  Sept.  15,  1963] 
Quintuplets  Born  in  South  Dakota — 30- 

Year-Old  Mother  of  Five  Gives  Birth  to 

Four  Girls  and  a  Boy 

Aberdeen,  S.  Dak.,  September  14. — The  30- 
year-old  wife  of  an  Aberdeen  shipping  clerk 
gave  birth  to  quintuplets  today. 

The  doctor  attending  Mrs.  Andrew  Fischer 
said  the  first  72  hours  of  the  infants’  lives 
would  be  the  most  critical  ones.  However, 
he  said  the  quintuplets — four  girls  and  a 
boy — appeared  healthy  and  normal. 

Three  previous  instances  of  quintuple 
births  have  been  reported  in  the  United 
States,  but  none  of  the  children  survived 
infancy.  Quintuplets  occur  about  once  in 
42  million  births. 

The  births  here  followed  by  a  week  the 
birth  of  quintuplet  boys  in  Venezuela. 
Quadruplets  were  born  to  a  woman  in  Jack- 
son,  Miss.,  a  week  ago  and  a  report  from 
Iran  said  quadruplets  were  born  there  today. 

Only  two  sets  of  quintuplets  born  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  have  survived  infancy — 
the  Dionnes  of  Canada,  born  in  1934,  and  the 
Diligenti  children  in  Argentina,  born  in  1943. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Fischer  have  five  other  chil- 
vdren,  aged  3y2  to  7.  The  family  lives  on  a 
lall  farm  outside  the  city  where  they  keep 
a\ouple  of  cows. 

le  eldest  son,  Danny,  on  hearing  of  the 
birtik  shouted  : 

“I  wanted  a  brother  and  I  got  one.” 

In  Newport,  R.I.,  President  Kennedy 
learned  ok  the  birth  of  the  five  children  and 
sent  a  telegram  of  congratulations  to  the 
Fischers. 

Sister  M.  Andre,  director  of  nursing  at 
St.  Luke’s  Hospital,  said  one  of  the  dangers 
to  the  quintuplers  was  hyaline  membrane,  a 
lung  condition  thfit  sometimes  develops  in 
premature  babies.  ’STiis  affliction  led  to  the 
death  of  President  Kennedy’s  second  son 
some  weeks  ago. 

The  Fischer  babies  w^e  about  2  months 
prematu^p.  Mrs.  Fischer  was  brought  to  the 
hospital  last  Wednesday  and  was  informed 
of  the  likelihood  of  quintuplets  that  night. 

“About  a  half  hour  after  tnfe  doctor  told 
her,  she  started  crying  and  crledyall  night,” 
the  38-year-old  father  said. 

As  for  himself,  Mr.  Fischer  said\“I  was 
shook.” 
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\Aberdeen,  a  city  of  some  23,000  in  north¬ 
eastern  South  Dakota,  was  excited  by  the 
newk  OSers  of  assistance  for  the  family 
poured,  into  its  daily  newspaper  and  radio 
station^.  One  contractor  sent  in  a  check  for 
$500.  \ 

Merchants  volunteered  clothing  and  a  new 
washer  anaVdrier.  Relatives  pitched  in  to 
milk  the  cowhand  tend  the  other  youngsters 
while  Fischer  trfed  to  sleep. 

Mrs.  Fischer  vras  described  afterward  by  a 
hospital  aid  as  “\red  and  emotionally  up¬ 
set,  but  happy.” 

BIRTH  TOOK  ABOUT  AN  HOUR 

The  first  to  be  bom, \  girl,  arrived  at  1:58 
a.m.  The  boy  was  theNfourth  born.  The 
fourth  girl  was  born  at  3y01  o’clock. 

The  babies  were  immediately  placed  in  iso- 
lettes,  individual  chambers  the-t  control  oxy¬ 
gen,  temperature,  and  humidity.  They  will 
not  be  weighed  for  a  day  or  tiyo  and  will 
probably  not  be  fed  until  at  least  tomorrow, 
the  usual  procedure  in  premature  births. 
The  infants  have  not  been  named  yet. 

Mr.  Fischer  said  he  had  not  known  af  any 
multiple  births  in  his  or  his  wife’s  families. 
Besides  Danny,  his  other  children  are  Char¬ 
lotte,  6;  Julie,  5;  Evelyn,  4  y2,  and  Denise. 
3%.  N 

“I  don’t  make  the  most  money  in  the  world 
and  it  does  present  some  problems,”  Mr. 
Fischer  said.  Relatives  said  he  earns  .less 
than  $100  a  week. 

Mr.  Fischer  said  he  moved  to  the  farm  to 
keep  cows  and  cut  down  on  the  family’s  milk 
bill. 

Dr.  James  Berbos  headed  the  medical  team 
handling  the  deliveries.  He  said  there  had 
been  some  difficulty  because  four  of  the  five 
were  breech  deliveries. 

Dr.  Berbos  said  X-rays  last  Wednesday 
confirmed  the  presence  of  quintuplets.  He 
alerted  the  hospital,  which  ordered  extra 
equipment. 

TURNS  COFFEE  DRINKER 

Mr.  Fischer  said  he  seldom  drank  coffee. 
But  he  downed  plenty  of  it  and  smoked  two 
packs  of  cigarettes  while  awaiting  the  births 
at  the  hospital. 

‘‘Keep  a  pot  of  coSee  on  the  stove,”  he  told 
hospital  aids  before  heading  home  to  give 
his  other  children  the  news.  The  family 
lives  in  a  rented,  slightly  rundown  farm¬ 
house  about  a  mile  northwest  of  here. 

Mrs.  Fischer,  a  5-foot-6  redhead,  and  her 
husband  grew  up  in  this  area. 

Her  babies  were  the  first  quintuplets  born 
in  the  United  States  since  five  girls  were 
born  to  Mrs.  Cecilea  Hannan  in  San  Antonio, 
Tex.,  October  20,  1959.  Four  of  the  infants 
dies  within  10  hours  of  birth,  the  last  about 
18  hours  after  birth. 

Mrs.  Hannan  was  27  at  the  time.  Her 
husband,  Charles,  was  an  Air  Force  lieuten^ 
ant. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  Sept.  15,  1$63] 
Fischer  Married  in  1955 

Aberdeen,  S.  Dak.,  September  14.y^Andrew 
Fischer,  who  has  worked  for  the  la/t  18  years 
for  the  Nash-Finch  Co.,  a  whoyfeale  grocer 
here,  was  born  in  Linton,  N.  D#fk.,  and  grew 
up  in  Eagle  Butte,  S.  Dak.,  ^Bout  180  miles 
west  of  here. 

Mrs.  Fischer,  the  former/Mary  Ann  Brady, 
is  the  daughter  of  a  farqjrer.  She  lived  near 
Hecla,  S.  Dak. 

They  were  married/May  14,  1955. 

Mr.  Fischer  said  t ne  youngsters  would  be 
baptized  by  a  Roman  Catholic  priest  without 
names.  Later,  when  they  are  able  to  leave 
the  hospital,  h4  said,  they  will  be  baptized 
again  at  a  chufuh. 


DETERMINATION  BY  JURY  OP  THE 
AMQtJNT  OF  JUST  COMPENSATION 
FOR  LAND  REQUIRED  BY  NASA 

lr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  for  my- 
If  and  my  colleague,  the  senior  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  I 
introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  to  accord  to  defendants  in  actions  by 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  con¬ 
demnation  of  real  property  for  public 
use  the  right  to  a  determination  by  a 
jury  of  the  amount  of  just  compensation. 

Almost  2  years  ago,  the  National  Aero¬ 
nautics  and  Space  Administration  an¬ 
nounced  that  it  would  establish  a  rocket 
testing  facility  in  south  Mississippi,  ac¬ 
quiring  fee  simple  title  to  13,200  acres 
in  the  actual  test  site  area,  and  an  ease¬ 
ment  in  about  126,000  acres  in  the  so- 
called  buffer  zone.  Since  the  original 
announcement,  NASA  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  its  land  acquisition  agent, 
have  determined  that  it  will  acquire  out¬ 
right  title  to  a  portion  of  the  property 
in  the  buffer  zone: 

.  In  the  period  of  time  since  the  original 
announcement,  the  property  has  been 
appraised,  negotiations  undertaken,  and 
many  settlements  made.  Congress  has 
appropriated,  of  course,  the  money  to 
buy  the  land  or  the  interest  therein  to 
>e  acquired.  „ 

Tn  a  number  of  cases,  however,  there 
is  an  honest  difference  of  opinion  between 
the  landowners  and  the  Corps  of  En-, 
gineere  as  to  the _  actual  value  of  thp 
property  to  be  acquired.  In  such  cases 
where  the,  landowners  and  the  Engineers 
fail  to  negotiate  a  settlement,  a  condem¬ 
nation  suit  in  Federal  court  is  filed  and 
a  trial  is  helci.  to  determine  the/value  of 
the  land  and  the  amount  to  be  received 
by  the  landowneVfor  the  property  taken. 

Under  the  present  law,  covered  by  rule 
71 A  (h)  of  the  Federal  .Rules  of  Civil 
Procedure,  the  landowner  may  demand 
a  trial  by  jury  of  the /sgue  of  just  com¬ 
pensation: 

Unless  the  court  ifi  its  discretion  orders 
that,  because  of  tjfe  character,  location  or 
quantity  of  the  property  to  be\condemned, 
or  for  other  reasons  in  the  interestof  justice, 
the  issue  of  compensation  shall've  deter¬ 
mined  by  a  pommission  of  three  perapns  ap¬ 
pointed  by , 

Mr.  President,  these  people  are  the\ic- 
tims  or  circumstance.  The  Government 
is  taking  their  land  for  a  public  purpose 
They  are  not  seeking  to  sell  their  prop-1 
ey(y.  Since  the  announcement  of  the 
rovemment  facility,  they  have  had  to 
r  try  to  buy  other  property  to  replace  that 
taken  from  them  and  have  watched  ad¬ 
joining  land  increase  in  price.  The  value 
of  property  is  the  subject  of  honest  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinion,  among  landowners, 
real  estate  experts,  and  others.  In  such 
cases,  it  is  only  fair  that  those  who  are 
having  to  sell  their  property,  against 
their  will,  should  have  a  jury  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  value  and  the  issue  of  just 
compensation. 

I  am  hopeful  that,  under  the  present 
law,  the  court  will  grant  a  jury  trial  in 
all  cases  where  the  landowner  requests 
it.  I  believe  this  will  be  the  case.  But 
I  strongly  feel  that  a  landowner  in  these 
circumstances  is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial 
as  a  matter  of  right.  It  is  the  fair  way. 
It  is  just.  It  is  the  American  way. 

My  bill  will  insure  that  every  land- 
owner  whose  property  is  taken  by  the 
United  States  under  the  power  of  emi¬ 
nent  domain  will  be  entitled  to  have  a 
jury  to  decide  the  issue  of  just  compen¬ 
sation,  by  filing  a  request  for  a  jury  trial. 

I  think  one  whose  property  is  taken 


against  his  will  is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial 
and  the  assurance  it  will  give  him. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  committee 
and  the  Senate,  in  their  wisdom,  will  act 
upon  this  bill  at  an  early  date  so  ttyft 
these  landowners  can  be  assured  a 
trial  should  they  request  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  2148)  to  am£nd  section 
1345,  title  28,  United  Stones  Code,  to 
accord  to  defendants  in /actions  by  the 
United  States  for  the  ^Condemnation  of 
real  property  the  right  to  a  determina¬ 
tion  by  a  jury  of  Irne  amount  of  just 
compensation,  antir  for  other  purposes, 
introduced  by  Mr  Stennis  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Eastland)  ,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  Jfitle,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND 
THE  RULE  AMENDMENT  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE  APPROPRIATION 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  submitted  the  following 
notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL,  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move 
to  suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes,  the  following  amendment, 
namely:  viz:  On  page  38,  between  lines  5 
and  6,  insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

Sec.  608.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  904),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “2  per  centum  per  annum”, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “3  per  centum 
per  annum”. 

(b)  The  third  sentence  of  section  5  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  905) ,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “2  per  centum  per  annum”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof,  "3  per  centum  per 
annum”. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  loans 
made  on  and  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  also  submitted  an 
amendment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him,  to  House  bill  6754,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  the  amendment  referred 
to,  see  the  foregoing  notice.) 


ENCOURAGING  VREPORTS  FROM 
VIETNAM— ADDITIONAL  COSPON¬ 
SORS  OF  RESOLimON 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  NPresident,  over 
the  weekend  we  heard  tnk  first  encour¬ 
aging  reports  to  come  out  of  Vietnam  in 
many  weeks.  The  Diem  government  an¬ 
nounced  that  martial  law  woulii  be  lifted 
in  South  Vietnam  at  noon  toaay,  and 
that  the  national  assembly  erection, 
postponed  from  August  31,  would  oe  re¬ 
scheduled  for  September  27.  TheseWe 
welcome  and  encouraging  development 
as  is  the  report  that  most  of  the  Buddhist 
priests  that  were  jailed  have  now  been 
released. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Several  Senators  debated  merits  of  Cale  of  Canadian  wheat  to  Russia. 

Rep.  Cramer  criticized  administration  for  not  protesting  sale  of  Canadian  wheat  to 
Russia.  Senate  committee  reported  nomination  of  Menren  to  be  member  of  CCC  Board. 
Senate  committee  reported  bill  to  validate  certain  ri\e  acreage  allotments.  Sen. 
Lausche  submitted  amendment  to  USDA  appropriation  bill  'to  tie  interest  rates  on  REA 
loans  to  those  of  U.  S.  /Marketable  obligations.  Reps.  Alger  and  Lipscomb  urged 
passage  of  legislationyprohibiting  Government  news  service 

SENATE 

1.  RICE  ALLOTMENT^.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  re-sorted  without  amend¬ 

ment  H.  J.  Res.  192,  to  validate  certain  rice  acreage  allotments  which  have 
been  made  in  good  faith  by  county  ASC  committees  and  used  by  producers  prior 
to  1963, ywhich  may  now  be  subject  to  recall  due  to  technical  violation  of 
regulations  (S.  Rept.  503).  p.  16449 

2.  NOMIN^ftlON.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the  nomination  of 

Assistant  Secretary  George  L.  Mehren  to  be  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  CCC.  p.  16449 


3.  REA  LOANS;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  Lausche  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be 
proposed  to  the  agriculture  appropriation  bill  for  1964  to  repeal  the  present 
2%  interest  rate  on  REA  loans  and  provide  that  such  loans  shall  bear  interest 
at  a  rate  equal  to  the  average  rate  of  interest  payable  by  the  U.S.  on  its 


2  - 


4. 


6. 


marketable  obligations,  having  maturities  of  ten  or  more  years,  issued  during 
the  last  preceding  fiscal  year  in  which  any  such  obligations  were  issued  and 
adjusted  to  the  nearest  one-eighth  of  one  percent,  p.  16452 


JEAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Several  Senators  debated  the  merits  of  the  sale 
Canada  of  239  million  bushels  of  wheat  to  Russia.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed 
shock  and  contended  that  Russia  did  not  need  the  wheat  for  domest i<yc on sump¬ 
tion \but  would  use  it  Mto  continue  to  have  economic  influence  and  domination 
over  its  satellites  by  using  such  wheat  for  export."  Sen.  Keatija^  expressed 
concern  \that  much  of  the  wheat  would  go  to  Cuba  and  adversely  at feet  our 
efforts  &qr  an  economic  blockade  of  Cuba.  Sen.  Mansfield  staged  that  to  the 
best  of  hi&, knowledge  "there  has  been  no  approval  in  Washington  of  what  Canada 
has  done  in  connection  with  this  wheat  deal."  Sen.  Aiken  jgtated  that  instead 
of  " constant lyv complaining,  we  should  make  some  suggestions  about  what  to  do 
about  the  situation."  pp.  16467-70 


5.  NUCLEAR  TEST  BAN  TELEATY.  Continued  debate  on  ratification  of  the  nuclear  test 
ban  treaty  (pp.  16452,  16462-3,  16487-525,  16526-36).  Agreed  to  vote  on 
ratification  of  the  tWaty  Tues.,  Sept.  24  (pp.  Io506,  16526). 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  that  the  \J/S*  take  the  initiative  in  the 
coming  session  of  the  United  Nations  Generay'Assembly  in  exploring  possibili¬ 
ties  of  expanding  East-WestStrade,  stating/that  the  Russian-Canadian  wheat 
deal  indicates  that  there  are\yery  definite  possibilities  for  extending  such 
trade  in  nonstrategic  productsNand  that/the  "time  for  exploring  the  possibili¬ 
ty  of  increased  East-West  trade  nas  arrived."  pp.  16536-41 


7.  AEMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURE.  Sen.  Man^/ield  inserted  an  article  by  Sen.  Long 
(Mo.)  "concerning  the  delay  and  cjtfstNthat  all  too  often  are  involved  in 
administrative  proceedings  before  governmental  agencies."  pp.  16472-4 


8.  BUDGETING.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  editorial  assessing  the  recommendations 
of  the  Statistics  Subcommittee  of  the  Joinb^ Economic  Committee  for  reform  of 
the  Federal  budget,  p.  1J&461 


9.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  MansfieL*! (  commended  the  corps  of  iqmoke jumpers  at  the  Forest 
Service  smoke jumpingytenter  at  Missoula,  Mont.,  %id  inserted  an  article 
describing  the  work/of  these  employees,  pp.  16458V9 


10.  CREDIT  UNIONS. 
Union  Act  to  aj 


Tceived  from  HEW  a  proposed  bill  "to  ^raiend  the  Federal  Credit 
Low  Federal  credit  unions  greater  flexibility  in  their  organi¬ 


zation  and  operations";  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committed,  p.  16448 


HOUSE 


11.  TAXATION^  The  Rules  Committee  granted  a  closed  rule  for  consideration  of 
H.  R./8363 ,  the  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1963  providing  for  reductions  in 
corporate  and  individual  income  taxes,  (p.  D729).  Rep,  Rousch  expressed 
hys  support  for  the  bill  (p.  16431).  Rep.  Curtis  defended  Republican 
position  to  the  bill  (pp.  16439-40). 


12, 


WHEAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Cramer  criticized  the  administration  for  not 
protesting  the  sale  of  Canadian  wheat  to  Russia,  stating  that  $33  millioi 
of  the  wheat  will  be  shipped  directly  from  Canada  to  Cuba.  p.  16437 


13.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Gonzalez  opposed  extension  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program 
pp.  16433-4,  16438 
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the  legitimate  exempt  and  bona  fide  private 
■operations,  not  to  direct  its  main  efforts 
under  the  forfeiture  provision  as  it  relates 
to\safety  violations  against  those  who  in 
theiaormal  course  of  their  activities  are  in 
substantial  compliance  with  the  law  or  whose 
violation  is  of  an  unintended  and  minor  na¬ 
ture.  T^e  language  relating  to  safety  viola¬ 
tions  is  viewed  as  a  necessary  tool  for  the 
Commissions  use  in  its  war  on  illegal  and 
unlawful  operations. 

The  Commission  in  its  own  testimony  on 
a  number  of  occasions  has  brought  out  the 
good  safety  compliance  record  of  those  car¬ 
riers  who  operateNwithin  the  law.  In  the 
normal  course  of  toeir  activities  and  rela¬ 
tions  with  these  canders  the  Commission 
already  has  sufficient\authority  to  bring 
about  compliance  with  thW  safety  regulations. 

Safety  regulation  comjnlance  has  been  a 
problem  with  respect  to  tirose  who  do  not 
otherwise  comply  with  the  laN  and  it  is  with 
a  view  to  these  operators  thatNthe  language 
relating  to  the  failure  or  refusal  to  comply 
with  the  rules  promulgated  by Nthe  Com¬ 
mission  pursuant  to  section  204(a)\l),  (2), 
(3),  and  (3a)  is  included  in  this  section,  in 
addition,  your  committee  believes  that  the 
forfeiture  provisions  relating  to  continuing 
violations  should  not  apply  except  in  tn^se 
cases  where  adequate  notice  has  been  giveto 
after  the  initial  offense  is  discovered.  > 

D.  SECTION  4 

Section  4  of  the  bill  would  remove  the  ex¬ 
emption  of  “used  household  goods”  from  the 
provisions  of  section  402(b)  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act.  In  consequence  of  the  re¬ 
moval  of  this  exemption,  the  provisions  of 
part  IV  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  be¬ 
come  applicable  to  freight  forwarders  of  used 
household  goods,  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  section  4  of  the  bill. 

The  transportation  by  motor  vehicle  of  used 
household  goods  in  interstate  commerce  has 
been  regulated  since  1935.  When  the  Freight 
Forwarder  Act  was  passed  in  1942,  the  pre¬ 
ponderance  of  household  goods  shipments 
moved  by  motor  common  carrier.  The  vol¬ 
ume  of  household  goods  forwarding  at  that 
time  was  too  inconsequential  to  warrant  leg¬ 
islation.  In  recent  years,  the  development 
of  containerization  and  its  application  to 
the  transportation  of  used  household  goods 
has  had  a  vast  impact  upon  both  the  manner 
of  shipment  and  competitive  relationships 
within  the  industry.  Today,  a  substantial 
volume  of  household  goods  shipments  are 
handled  by  forwarders  in  so-called  door-to- 
door  container  service.  Instead  of  loading, 
individual  articles  of  furniture  into  a  motor/ 
van,  transporting  the  shipment  by  motoryan 
to  destination  (or  to  a  port  in  the  case  of  an 
oversea  shipment  where  the  goods  are  packed 
into  a  sea  van  for  water  transportation) 
household  goods  shipments  movina/by  this 
mode  are  packed  or  consolidated  An  a  con¬ 
tainer  in  the  home,  forwarded  by/rail,  motor, 
or  water  carrier  to  destination,  then  un¬ 
packed  from  the  same  contanfer  at  destina¬ 
tion.  Use  of  the  container  /node  has  grown 
to  the  point  where  the  /Preponderance  of 
oversea  shipments  of  used  household  goods 
are  handled  in  this  maimer.  Witnesses  who 
supported  this  bill  indicated  that  the  con¬ 
tainer  mode  will  bf  used  with  increasing 
frequency  for  purely  domestic  shipments  as 
well.  / 

With  the  adi/mt  of  containerization,  there 
has  developed^  an  industry  of  freight  for¬ 
warders  of  used  household  goods  who  spe¬ 
cialize  in  t)ifis  mode  and  who  have  been  suc¬ 
cessful  in/diverting  considerable  traffic  from 
certificated  motor  common  carriers  of 
household  goods.  Such  forwarders  employ 
the  Services  of  regulated  rail,  motor,  and 
water  carriers  and  compete  with  motor  com¬ 
mon  carriers  of  household  goods  with  respect 
Jro  rates  and  service.  Regulation  of  this  ac¬ 
tivity  is,  therefore,  needed  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest. 


In  addition  to  persons  who  engage  ex¬ 
clusively  in  forwarding  of  used  household 
goods  also  function  as  forwarders  of  such 
shipments.  Some  carriers  have  initiated 
door-to-door  container  service  as  an  adjunct 
to  their  carrier  operations.  Because  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  new  techniques  is  changing  the 
complexion  of  the  household  goods  moving 
and  forwarding  industry,  it  is  believed  that 
the  scheme  of  regulation  to  be  imposed,  par¬ 
ticularly  as  regards  entry  into  business, 
should  not  impede  its  natural  growth  and 
development.  Witnesses  representing  all 
factions  agreed  that  regulation  of  this  activ¬ 
ity  should  take  account  of  the  special  na¬ 
ture  of  household  goods  forwarding  and 
should  be  sufficiently  flexible  in  respect  of 
entry  controls  to  assure  that  existing  com¬ 
petitive  relationships  will  not  be  disturbed. 

Section  4(b)  of  the  bill  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  406(g)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
to  direct  the  Commission  in  prescribing  reg¬ 
ulations  and  practices  of  household  goods 
forwarders  to  consider  the  similarities  of 
service  provided  by  motor?  carriers  of  house¬ 
hold  goods.  This  direction  recognizes  the 
close  relationship  between  these  two  activi¬ 
ties. 

Section  4(c)  of  the  bill  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  410  of  the  act  to  provide  for  the  issuance 
of  a  permit  to  operate  as  a  freight  forwarder 
of  used  household  goods  to  any  person  fonnd 
Shy  the  Commission  to  be' fit,  willing,  ancr  able 
properly  to  perform  the  service  pn/posed. 
Permits  are  to  be  of  1-year  duration  and 
renewable  annually.  Both  origimfi  and  re- 
newa\  applications  must  be  accompanied  by 
a  fee  oVk$50.  Neither  a  “grandfather”  clause 
nor  a  finding  of  public  need  i^eemed  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  effective  regulation  of  this  activ¬ 
ity.  IndeeSL  more  stringent  entry  control 
would  tend  Nily  to  prefer  those  who  have 
initiated  tokeiy  operations.  Many  persons 
have  operated  e\  freispit  forwarders  of  used 
household  goods  sporadically,  but  un¬ 

less  they  are  allowlu  to  qualify  for  a  permit 
upon  a  showineVof \fitness,  they  will  lose 
business  to  competitors  and  be  unable  to 
serve  their  customers  he  they  have  in  the 
past.  Such  / loss  or  redistribution  of  busi¬ 
ness  is  not^ntended.  \ 

Sectioi^(d)  of  the  bill  would-' amend  sec¬ 
tion  41ffim)  of  the  act  to  enabl\a  motor  com¬ 
mon  gCrrier  of  household  goods  to  qualify 
as  ^Areight  forwarder  of  useak  household 
gooffs.  Since  many  such  carriers,  are  now 
functioning  as  forwarders,  this  provision  is 
/required  to  enable  them  to  perform  the  same 
’service  they  have  in  the  past.  \ 

Section  4(e)  of  the  bill  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  410(e)  of  the  act  to  make  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  that  section  inapplicable  to  freight 
forwarders  of  used  household  goods.  In 
order  to  afford  forwarders  of  used  house¬ 
hold  goods  the  flexibility  which  their  oper¬ 
ations  require,  permits  to  be  issued  should 
contain  no  territorial  restrictions.  This 
provision  is  intended  to  effectuate  this  ob¬ 
jective. 

Section  4(f)  of  the  bill  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  411(c)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
to  enable  a  motor  common  carrier  or  a  di¬ 
rector,  officer,  employee,  or  agent  of  such 
carrier  to  control,  acquire  control,  or  hold 
stock  in  a  freight  forwarder  of  used  house¬ 
hold  goods.  Again,  this  provision  is  needed 
to  protect  the  position  of  carriers  or  carrier 
personnel  who  have  acquired  a  stock  interest 
in  a  freight  forwarder  of  used  household 
goods. 

Section  4(g)  of  the  bill  would  amend  sec¬ 
tion  417(b)  of  the  act  to  accomplish  the 
same  objectives  as  those  outlined  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  section  2  relating  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  section  222(b)  of  the  act. 

E.  SECTION  5 

Section  5,  recommended  in  the  President’s 
transportation  message,  would  authorize  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  make 
agreements  with  States  to  cooperate  in  the 


enforcement  of  the  economic  or  safety  laws 
and  regulations  of  the  various  States  of  of 
the  Federal  Government  with  respect  to 
highway  transportation.  Of  this  provision 
the  message  stated :  / 

“This  law  would  be  consisteny'with  col¬ 
lateral  efforts  to  develop  and  ad/pt  uniform 
State  registration  laws  for  motor  carriers 
operating  within  States  but  handling  inter¬ 
state  commerce.  The  pmwjse  of  both  of 
these  efforts  is  to  help  eliminate  unlawful 
trucking  operations  whi/h  abound  because 
of  diverse,  ambiguou.y'  laws  and  practical 
limitations  in  enforceufent.” 

Mr.  SM ATHENS.  Mr.  President,  I 
fully  appreciate/and  recognize  that  the 
Commerce  Committee  has  had  a  busy 
session.  I  hope,  however,  that  it  will 
have  a  chjmce  to  give  this  important 
measure  Expeditious  and  favorable  con- 
sideratidii 

The/VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred. 

Tme  bill  (S.  2152)  to  amend  the  In¬ 
terstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended,  so 
/is  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  Na¬ 
tional  Transportation  System,  and  for 
other  purposes,  was  received,  read  twice 
by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Commerce. 


TAXATION  OF  SMALL  MUTUAL  AND 
LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANIES  ON 
BOND  DISCOUNT 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  introduce,  for  appropriate  refer¬ 
ence,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  of  1954  to  permit  small  mutual 
insurance  companies  and  life  insurance 
companies  to  be  taxed  on  bond  discount 
like  other  taxpayers.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  an  explanation  of  the  bill, 
prepared  by  me,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred; 
and,  without  objection,  the  explanation 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  2154)  to  amend  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  permit  small 
mutual  insurance  companies  and  life  in¬ 
surance  companies  to  be  taxed  on  bond 
discount  like  other  taxpayers,  introduced 
by  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

The  explanation  presented  by  Mr. 
'Long  of  Louisiana  is  as  follows; 
Explanation  op  Amendment  Providing  Cap¬ 
ital  Gains  Treatment  on  Market  Profits 
Realized  by  Life  Insurance  Companies 
and  tSmall  Mutual  Fire  and  Casualty  In¬ 
surance  Companies  From  the  Purchase 
op  BonVs  at  Less  Than  Par  Value 
Under  present  law,  life  insurance  compa¬ 
nies,  and  small  mutual  fire  and  casualty  in¬ 
surance  companies  are  the  only  taxpayers 
denied  capital  \ains  treatment  on  market 
profits  realized  Srom  bonds  purchased  at 
less  than  par  vala£.  This  results  because 
these  taxpayers  are\:equired  to  accrue  an¬ 
nually  a  pro-rata  park  of  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  par  or  face  value  of  the  bond  and 
its  lower  purchase  price\  All  other  taxpay¬ 
ers  report  bond  discountVas  capital  gains 
when  the  bond  is  sold  or  redeemed.  Until 
last  year,  medium,  and  lar^e  mutual  fire 
and  casualty  insurance  companies  were  also 
required  to  accrue  bond  discoui>±,  but  this 
was  changed  by  the  Revenue  Act'of  1962. 

On  March  15  of  this  year,  I  introduced  S. 
1104  which  eliminated  the  requirement  for 
accruing  discount  on  tax-exempt  bonds^mly. 
S.  1104  was  restricted  to  discount  on  Vu- 
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icipal  bonds  so  as  to  eliminate  the  neces- 
s,iN  of  litigating  the  question  of  whether 
amounts  of  accrued  discount  on  tax-exempt 
boncNwere  to  be  treated  as  tax-exempt  in¬ 
terest  or  fully  taxable  interest.  This  is  an 
issue  retfmtly  raised  by  an  Internal  Revenue 
ruling  (Bbv.  Ruling  60-210) ,  and  should 
be  resolveNf>y  legislation  and  not  left  for 
the  courts  to\Jecide. 

The  litigatidto  of  this  recently  created  is¬ 
sue  would  be  expensive  both  to  taxpayers 
and  to  the  Government  and  involves  only 
years  after  1960,  evWi  though  the  statute  re¬ 
quiring  accrual  of  discount  has  been  in  ex¬ 
istence  since  1942.  PrW  to  1961,  mutual  fire 
and  casualty  insuranci^ompanies  and  life 
insurance  companies  consistently  and  uni¬ 
formly  treated  the  accruedViiscount  on  mu¬ 
nicipal  bonds  as  tax-exempNnterest. 

S.  1104,  by  allowing  capital  gains  treat¬ 
ment  on  municipal  bond  discount,  would 
avoid  this  litigation  by  givingVife  insur¬ 
ance  companies  and  small  mutual  fire  and 
casualty  insurance  companies  the  Same  re¬ 
lief  from  Revenue  Ruling  60-210  tmt  was 
accorded  to  medium  and  large  mutual  fire 
and  casualty  insurance  companies  last^ar 
by  the  Revenue  Act  of  1962.  Thus,  all  t: 
payers  to  which  Revenue  Ruling  60-210  a] 
plied  would  be  treated  alike. 

Since  the  introduction  of  S.  1104,  I  have 
had  inquiries  suggesting  that  I  expand  my 
proposal  to  also  eliminate  the  requirement 
of  accruing  market  discount  on  taxable 
bonds.  It  was  pointed  out  to  me  that  the 
original  purpose  of  the  provision  requiring 
life  insurance  companies  to  accrue  discount 
on  bonds  at  the  time  it  was  first  enacted  in 
the  Revenue  Act  of.  1942  was  to  provide  a 
means  of  taxing  this  type  of  capital  gains 
since  life  insurance  companies  were  not 
taxed  on  capital  gains  at  that  time. 

This  purpose  is  recognized  in  the  Confer¬ 
ence  Committee  Report  of  the  Revenue  Act 
of  1942  (77th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  H.  Rept.  2586) 
where  at  page  53  the  elimination  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  House  provisions  including  capi¬ 
tal  gains  and  losses  from  income  and  de¬ 
ductions  and  the  Senate  addition  of  the 
provisions  relating  to  amortization  of  bond 
premium  and  discount  provisions  were  ex¬ 
plained  as  follows:  “Amendment  No.  206. 
*  *  *  Capital  gains  are  excluded  in  the  tax 
base,  and  amortization  of  bond  premiums 
and  accrual  of  bond  discount  is  provided 
for.” 

Since  the  Life  Insurance  Company  In¬ 
come  Tax  Act  of  1959,  however,  life  insur¬ 
ance  companies  have  been  subjected  to  tax 
on  their  capital  gains.  Therefore,  the  origi¬ 
nal  reason  for  requiring  the  accrual  of  dis¬ 
count  on  all  bonds  by  life  insurance  com¬ 
panies  no  longer  exists. 

This  bill,  by  eliminating  the  required  ac¬ 
crual  of  market  discount  for  all  bonds,  will 
correct  a  matter  which  was  overlooked  when 
the  Life  Insurance  Company  Income  Tax 
Act  of  1959  was  enacted.  Also,  by  providing 
similar  treatment  for  small  mutual  fire  and 
casualty  insurance  companies,  it  will  correct 
an  oversight  in  the  Revenue  Act  of  1962  when 
the  required  accrual  of  bond  discount  was 
eliminated  for  medium  and  large  mutual 
fire  and  casualty  insurance  companies  but 
not  for  the  smaller  companies. 

The  bill  applies  to  tax  years  beginning 
after  December  31,  1962,  the  same  effective 
date  as  is  applied  to  medium  and  large 
mutual  fire  and  casualty  insurance  com¬ 
panies  by  the  Revenue  Act  of  1962. 

I  am  informed  that  the  annual  revenue 
loss  caused  by  the  enactment  of  this  bill  will 
be  less  than  $1  million,  after  taking  into  ac¬ 
count  the  capital  gains  taxes  that  are  ulti¬ 
mately  due. 

NUCLEAR  TEST  BAN  TREATY— RES¬ 
ERVATIONS  AND  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  submit  a  reservation,  intended  to 


be  proposed  by  me,  to  the  resolution  of 
ratification  of  the  treaty  banning  nu¬ 
clear  weapon  tests  in  the  atmosphere,  in 
outer  space,  and  underwater,  and  ask 
that  it  be  printed.  The  reservation 
would  assure  that  this  Nation,  under  the 
treaty,  would  be  permitted  the  use  of 
atomic  weapons  in  the  event  of  warfare. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  reserva¬ 
tion  will  be  received,  printed,  and  will 
lie  on  the  table,  as  requested  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  pending  resolution  of  ratifi¬ 
cation,  I  send  to  the  desk  an  amendment 
and  also  a  reservation,  and  ask  that  they 
be  printed,  and  also  that  they  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  and  reservation  will  be  re¬ 
ceived,  printed,  and  will  lie  on  the  table, 
and,  without  objection,  will  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  amendment  and  reservation  are 
as  follows: 

AMENDMENT 

At  the  end  of  the  resolution  of  ratification 
Mid  the  following  new  paragraph: 
^“Following  ratification  of  the  treaty  by  the. 
Praiesidium  of  the  Supreme  Soviet,  the  Sec 
retaraof  the  Senate  is  hereby  instructecyto 
returnlthis  Resolution  to  the  Presideiyf  of 
the  Unnjgd  States  for  appropriate  acti£ 

RESERVATION 

Before  tliq  period  at  the  end  o^he  reso¬ 
lution  of  ratification  insert  a  comJna  and  the 
following:  “subject  to  the  reservation,  which 
is  hereby  made^part  and  c^aition  of  the 
resolution  of  ratification,  IJpit  the  instru¬ 
ment  of  ratificatiSrL  of  treaty  by  the 

United  States  shall  ^wt  Xw  deposited  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  paragraph  3^r  article  III  thereof 
until  the  Union  of  Sywet  Socialist  Repub¬ 
lics  has  paid  all  of  it^Oeln^quent  assessments 
to  the  United  Nations”. 


“(b)  The  third  sentence  of  section  5  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  905) ,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “and  shall  be  at  a  rate  of  interest 
of  2  per  centum  per  annum;  interest  rates 
on  the  unmatured  and  unpaid  balance  of  any 
loans  made  pursuant  to  this  section  prior  to 
the  qffective  date  of  this  amendment  shall  be 
adjusted  to  2  per  centum  per  annum”,  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  shall  bear  in¬ 
terest  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  average  rate  of 
interest  payable  by  the  United  States  of 
America  on  its  marketable  obligations, 
having  maturities  of  ten  or  more  years,  is¬ 
sued  during  the  last  preceding  fiscal  year  in 
which  any  such  obligations  were  issued  and 
adjusted  to  the  nearest  one-eighth  of  one 
per  centum”. 

“(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  all 
loans  made  on  and  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act.” 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  also  submitted  an 
amendment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him,  to  House  bill  6754,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 


NOTICE  OF  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND 
THE  RULE— AMENDMENT  OF  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1964 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  submitted  the  following 
notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL  of  the  Stand-' 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  the  following  amendment;  namely : 

On  page  38,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert 
a  new  section  as  follows : 

“Sec.  608.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of 
1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  904),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “and  shall  bear  interest  at 
the  rate  of  2  per  centum  per  annum;  interest 
rates  on  the  unmatured  and  unpaid  balance 
of  any  loans  made  pursuant  to  this  section 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  amendment 
shall  be  adjusted  to  2  per  centum  per  annum, 
and  the  maturity  date  of  any  such  loans 
may  be  readjusted  to  occur  at  a  date  not  be¬ 
yond  thirty-five  years  from  the  date  of  such 
loan:”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “and  shall  bear  interest  at  a  rate 
equal  to  the  average  rate  of  interest  payable 
by  the  United  States  of  America  on  its  mar¬ 
ketable  obligations,  having  maturities  of  ten 
or  more  years,  issued  during  the  last  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  in  which  any  such  obliga¬ 
tions  were  issued  and  adjusted  to  the 
nearest  one-eighth  of  one  per  centum:”. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS  OF  BILLS 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  the  next 
printing  of  the  bill  (S.  108)  making 
Columbus  Day  a  legal  holiday,  the  name 
of  Mr.  Williams  of  New  Jersey  be  in¬ 
cluded  as  a  cosponsor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered.  ■ 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the  next 
printing  of  the  bill  (S.  2115)  to  improve 
the  balance-of-payments  position  of  the 
United  States  by  permitting  the  use  of 
reserved  foreign  currencies  in  lieu  of  dol¬ 
lars  for  current  expenditures,  the  name 
of  Mr.  Dominick  be  included  as  a  co¬ 
sponsor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ilD  TO  VIETNAM— ADDITIONAL 
COSPONSORS  OF  RESOLUTION 

mVx  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  last 
Thursday  I  submitted  a  resolution  (S. 
Res.  19^  which  provides  that  unless  the 
Government  of  South  Vietnam  abandons 
policies  o^repression  against  its  own 
people  and  flakes  a  determined  and  ef¬ 
fective  effortNto  regain  their  support, 
military,  and  economic  assistance  to  that 
Government  shouW  not  be  continued.  I 
left  the  resolution^m  the  table  for  a 
week  until  noon,  T^rsday,  September 
19,  so  that  other  Senators  could  join  in 
cosponsorship.  The  latest  Senators  ask¬ 
ing  to  cosponsor  the  resolution  are  the 
senior  Senator  from  NewoMexico  LMr. 
Anderson],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  Ihe  junior 
Senator  from  New  Hampsh\e  [Mr. 
McIntyre],  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Walters], 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  tl^fiir 
names  to  be  added.  This  brings  to 
the  number  of  Senators  now  sponsoring 
the  resolution. 
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1.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Seny'McCarthy  spoke  in  support  of  his  pr&nosal  to  provide  a 
program  of  surplus/reduction  payments  to  reduce  the  surplirs  of  dairy  products 
which  he  stated  yfcould  increase  the  net  income  of  dairy  farmers  by  $150  million, 
cut  the  estimated  surplus  in  half,  and  still  reduce  Government  costs  by 
$37  million  compared  to  expenditures  which  will  be  required  thlsp  year  under  the 
existing  program"  and  inserted  a  summary  of  his  proposal  and  two\items  in 
support  of/it.  pp.  16691-3 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS;  CONSERVATION  RESERVE.  Sen.  Mundt  submitted  an  amendment  (for 
himself  and  several  other  Senators)  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1964  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  extend  until  Dec.  31,  1965,  any  conservation  reserve  contract,  author¬ 
ized  under  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  which  is  scheduled  to  expire  either  on  Dec.  31, 
1963,  or  Dec.  31,  1964,  if  the  producer  concerned  makes  application  for  such 
extension  in  accordance  with  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe, 
pp.  16688-9 
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NUCLEAR  TEST  BAN  TR5ATY.  Continued  debate  on  ratification  of  the  nuclear  tesj 
ban  treaty,  pp.  16699-716,  16723-45 


)REIGN  AID.  Sen.  Magnuson  criticized  the  continued  use  of  free*world  ships  in 
trade  with  Cuba,  stated  that  although  many  nations  involved  have  little  or 
no  control  over  the  ships  that  may  be  flying  their  flags  he  is  hopeful  that 
nations  of  the  free  world  will  continue  their  efforts  to  di scour age/such 
shippihg  to  the  point  where  there  will  be  a  complete  economic  blockage  of 
Cuba,  arix^  inserted  a  list  of  free  world  and  Polish-flag  ships  tt*at  have 
entered  af^i  departed  from  Cuba  since  Jan.  1,  1963.  pp.  16721-L 


5.  INFORMATION.  N§en.  Neuberger  spoke  in  support  of  proposed  fr^edom-of- in  format  ion 

ii 


legislation  to\j.ncrease  the  availability  of  Federal  agencies’  orders,  opinions, 


policy  statement,  records,  etc.,  for  public  inspection 
in  support  of  such,  legislation,  pp.  16694-5 


<nd  inserted  an  article 


6.  FINANCE;  FOREIGN  AID.\Received  from  Treasury  a  special  report  of  the  National  ^ 
Advisory  Council  on  International  Monetary  and  Financial  Problems,  concerning  ! 
a  proposed  increase  in  Ci$e  resources  of  the  International  Development 
Association,  p.  16685 


7.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Sept. 


p.  16745 
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8.  FISHERIES.  Extension  of  remarks  of'fiertf  Magnuson  inserting  an  article 

urging  enactment  of  legislation  to  Mfohibit  encroachment  on  U.  S.  territorial 
waters  by  foreign  fishermen,  pp.  £o93$-40 


9.  PRICES.  Extension  of  remarks  of /Sen.  RandfcrLph  favoring  the  quality  stabili¬ 
zation  bill  and  inserting  Sen./Hartke' s  adoress  on  this  subject,  pp.  A5943-5 


10.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Leggett  stating  that  "the  real  need  „ 
for  a  special  labor  program  in  California  is  dictated  by  the  extremely  short  ( 
harvest  season  on  many  yt  its  crops,"  and  that  "tt^e  Mexican  labor  program  is 
the  only  current  solution."  pp.  A5945-6 


Li.  RESEARCH.  Extension  rit  remarks  of  Sen,  Magnuson  favoring  expansion  of  the 

Nation's  oceanographic  research  program  and  commending  and  inserting  a  Life 


magazine  article^  "$2.3  Billion  Should  Go  Into  the  OceanX  pp.  A5946-8 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


CREDIT  UNION#.  S.  2161,  by  Sen.  Sparkman,  to  amend  the  Federal\Credit  Union 
Act  to  allow  Federal  credit  unions  greater  flexibility  in  their  ^organizations 


and  ope: 
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it  ions;  to  Banking  and  Currency  Committee.  Remarks  of  author.,  pp. 
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cial  basis.  In  approving  these  modifica¬ 
tions,  the  committee  has  taken  note  of 
the  fact  that  the  railroad  unemployment 
insurance  system  provides  superior  pro¬ 
tection  to  career  railroad  employees  with 
the  consequence  that  railroad  carriers 
in  general  contribute  more  to  the  system 
than  do  employers  generally  in  other  in¬ 
dustries.  In  contrast  in  many  instances 
State  systems  provide  such  limited  pro¬ 
tection  thaK  supplementary  plans 
financed  privathly  are  found  necessary. 

The  railroad  unemployment  insurance 
system  shares  th^unique  qualities  of 
the  companion  railn^ad  retirement  sys¬ 
tem.  The  changes  irk  the  railroad  un¬ 
employment  insurance  system  do  not  set 
a  pattern  for  other  unemployment  com-  ■ 
pensation  systems  and  areknot  intended 
to  serve  as  a  precedent.  \ 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  President,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  N,as  been 
very  generous  in  his  comments\on  my 
role  in  the  development  of  the  railroad 
retirement  bill  which  he  has  jusN  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate.  And  in  turrk  I 
should  like  to  express  my  gratitude  po 
him  for  the  skillful  and  vigorous  way  in' 
which  he  has  earned  this  bill  forward. 

It  was  my  good  fortune  to  serve  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  for  the  past  few  years 
and  as  chairman  of  its  Subcommittee  on 
Railroad  Retirement  until  recently. 
The  most  acute  problem  which  we  faced 
in  the  subcommittee  during  this  period 
is  that  which  would  be  cured  by  this  bill. 

The  annual  actuarial  deficit  in  the  sys¬ 
tem  became  pronounced  during  the  past 
few  years  largely  because  of  the  declin¬ 
ing  payrolls  in  railroading,  and  finally 
hr  1961  the  President  directed  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Board  to  reexamine  the 
financial  structure  of  the  system  in  or¬ 
der  to  develop  legislation  to  correct  this 
deficiency.  By  this  point  the  deficit 
had  climbed  to  a  peak  of  $77  million 
per  year.  Equally  alarming  was  the 
fact  that  the  railroad  unemployment  in¬ 
surance  system  was  no  longer  capable 
of  meeting  the  demands  upon  it.  It 
found  it  necessary  to  borrow  from  the 
railroad  retirement  account  in  order  t<v 
meet  its  current  obligations  and  as  an 
this  time  has  developed  a  debt  in  exoess 
of  $300  million.  It  now  lacks  tha/ca- 
pacity  to  repay  this  sum  withmrft  the 
measures  provided  by  the  bill  winch  has 
just  been  reported.  / 

The  bill  is  a  third  in  a  series  of  bills 
which  I  introduced  on  thiy'subject  and 
represents  a  most  carefu/  and  detailed 
examination  of  the  problems  on  the  part 
of  all  parties  in  our  effort  to  develop  the 
most  effective  measures  to  restore  each 
of  these  systems  tar  good  health.  The 
noteworthy  fact  is/that  the  railroad  car¬ 
riers,  the  Railn^ad  Brotherhoods  and 
the  Railroad  /Retirement  Board,  the 
Federal  agerniy  responsible  for  admin¬ 
istering  th \sf  program  are  all  in  agree¬ 
ment  that/this  bill  represents  the  most 
feasible  inethod  for  handling  this  grave 
probleni  at  this  time. 

It  slmuld  be  noted  also  that  H.R.  8100, 
whi^n  is  identical  to  S.  2056,  was  unani¬ 
mously  reported  out  by  the  House  Com- 
nfittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com- 
onerce  and  was  enacted  by  the  House 
without  a  dissenting  vote.  In  the  hear¬ 
ings  which  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Railroad  Retirement  held,  not  a  single 


dissenting  voice  was  heard  in  opposition 
to  the  bill.  Both  the  subcommittee  and 
the  full  committee  thereafter  reported 
the  bill  out  without  dissent. 

I  should  like  to  endorse  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  with  respect 
to  the  unique  and  special  nature  of  these 
railroad  retirement  and  unemployment 
insurance  programs  and  join  with  him 
in  his  assurances  that  the  measures 
which  this  bill  now  provides  are  not  to 
be  taken  as  a  precedent  for  any  other 
pension  or  unemployment  compensation 
system.  The  problems  are  uniquely  a 
result  of  the  manpower  and  employment 
issues  which  have  been  facing  the  rail¬ 
road  system  and  require  special  consid¬ 
eration  in  view  of  the  character  and  sig¬ 
nificance  of  this  industry,  so  strongly 
earmarked  by  the  interest  of  the  public 
in  maintaining  a  sound  and  effective  sys¬ 
tem  of  transport. 

The  bills  will  reduce  the  actuarial  defi¬ 
cit  in  the  railroad  retirement  system  by 
$61  million  per  year  and  will  improve  the 
financial  condition  of  the  unemployment- 
system  by  about  $20  million  per  year. 
Under  its  terms  financial  health  should 
Sae  restored  to  each  of  these  systemyand 
wye  men  in  railroading  who  so  heavily 
reN  upon  the  security  which  they  afford 
canine  assured  that  their  reliance  is  well 
placeav  I  urge  the  Congress  to  enact  this 
bill  at  rhe  earliest  possibleAnoment. 


Bills  and  a  Mn/ resolution  were  in¬ 
troduced,  read  ore  first  time,  and,  by 
unanimous  cons^nrythe  second  time,  and 
referred  as  foUows:\ 

By  Mr.aicCARTHTt; 

S.  2160.  A  /fill  to  prohibit  States,  in  the 
administr^flon  of  State  \aid-to-the-blind 
programs/established  pursuant  to  titles  X 
or  XVI  iff  the  Social  Security  ]4ct,  from  im¬ 
posing as  conditions  of  eligibility  for  aid 
thereunder  residence  requirements  which 
disaourage  blind  persons  from  ^hanging 
tbreir  residences  from  one  State  to  another, 
/hereby  enabling  such  persons  to  enroll  in 
rehabilitation  programs  located  outsicoe  of 
their  present  State  of  residence;  to  the  cAn- 
mittee  on  Finance.  \ 

By  Mr.  SPARKMAN:  ' 

S.  2161.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Cred¬ 
it  Union  Act  to  allow  Federal  credit  unions 
greater  flexibility  in  their  organization  and 
operations;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Sparkman  when 
he  introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  FULBRIGHT  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Clark,  Mr.  Dirksen,  Mr.  Ervin,  Mr. 
Hickenlooper,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr. 
Javits,  Mr.  Jordan  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  Mr.  Keating,  Mr.  Kuchel,  Mr. 
Saltonstall,  and  Mr.  Scott)  : 

S.J.  Res.  120.  Joint  resolution  providing 
for  the  recognition  and  endorsement  of  the 
17th  International  Publishers  Congress;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Fulbright  when 
he  introduced  the  above  joint  resolution, 
which  appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 


GREATER  FLEXIBILITY  IN  ORGANI¬ 
ZATION  AND  OPERATIONS  OF 
FEDERAL  CREDIT  UNIONS 
Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act 


to  allow  Federal  credit  unions  greater 
flexibility  in  their  organization  andA>p- 
erations.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a  letter  from 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 'Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  apd  Welfare, 
relating  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred;  and,  without  objection,  the  letter 
will  be  printed  in  th  ©/Re  cord. 

The  bill  (S.  2161)/to  amend  the  Federal 
Credit  Union  AcLu>  allow  Federal  credit 
unions  greater  flexibility  in  their  organi¬ 
zation  and  operations,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Sparkman,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  inferred  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency. 

The  letter  presented  by  Mr.  Sparkman 
is  as  fallows: 

/  Department  of  Health, 

/  Education  and  Welfare, 

/  September  12, 1963. 

lion.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

' President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  I  am  enclosing  for 
your  consideration  a  draft  of  a  bill  to  amend 
the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act  to  allow  Federal 
credit  unions  greater  flexibility  in  their  or¬ 
ganization  and  operations.  The  four  amend¬ 
ments  proposed  by  the  draft  bill,  explained 
below,  together  with  the  two  amendments  to 
the  act  embodied  in  H.R.  4842,  as  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  August  19, 
1963  (one,  to  provide  greater  flexibility  in 
the  time  for  holding  annual  meetings  of 
credit  unions,  and  the  other  to  delete  the  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  treasurer  of  a  credit  un¬ 
ion  be  its  general  manager)  would  provide 
greater  flexibility  and  otherwise  improve  the 
operation  of  Federal  credit  unions. 

expansion  of  investment  powers 

Section  1  of  the  bill  would  expand  Federal 
credit  union  investment  powers  to  allow  Fed¬ 
eral  credit  unions  to  invest  in  obligations 
issued  by  Federal  land  banks,  Federal  inter¬ 
mediate  credit  banks,  banks  for  cooperatives, 
the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board,  and  the 
Federal  National  Mortgage  Association  even 
though  they  may  not  be  guaranteed  by  the 
United  §tates.  Some  of  these  securities  were 
guaranteed  by  the  United  States  until  their 
soundness  and  marketability  were  fully  es¬ 
tablished.  They  generally  provide  a  slightly 
higher  yield  than  securities  guaranteed  or 
issued  directly  by  the  United  States.  Allow¬ 
ing  Federal  credit  unions  to  invest  in  them 
would  provide  a  wider  market  for  the  issuing 
agencies,  thus  aiding  their  programs  also. 

\  INCREASE  IN  SUPERVISORY  COMMITTEE 

\  MEMBERSHIP 

SecVjon  2  of  the  bill  would  allow  Fed¬ 
eral  credit  union  boards  of  directors  to 
appoint \rom  three  to  five  members  to  their 
supervisor^  committees.  Section  12  of  the 
Federal  Credit  Union  Act  now  prescribes 
three  membcja,  and  it  is  felt  that  allowing 
two  additionalynembers  to  be  appointed  will 
help  to  insure  mat  supervisory  committees 
will  be  large  enough  to  enable  them  to  ade¬ 
quately  perform  their  audit  and  control 
functions.  At  the  sdme  time,  limiting  such 
committees  to  a  maxmum  of  five  members 
would  prevent  the  responsibilities  of  each 
committee  member  from,  becoming  overly 
attenuated.  \ 

INTEREST  REFUNDS  PERMITTEDS.  SEMIANNUAL!.  Y 

Section  3  of  the  bill  wouldiillow  Federal 
credit  unions  to  make  interest  refunds  with 
respect  to  any  period  for  which\diwdends 
could  be  paid.  The  present  law  permits  in¬ 
terest  refunds  annually,  while  dividends 
may  be  paid  semiannually.  The  two'kinds 
of  payments  are  interrelated;  and  credit 
unions  would  be  better  able  to  determine 
what  portion  of  their  earnings  should  go  ro 
each  category  of  payments  if  they  could 
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ake  interest  refunds  each  time  they  could 
paVdividends. 


l\gURANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OF  NATIONAL 
LOUSING  ACT  DEEMED.  SECURITY 

Sectiok  4  of  the  bill  would  provide  that 
insuranceSobtained  under  title  I  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act  for  home  improvement 
loans  would '•dc  deemed  adequate  security, 
subject  to  regulations  of  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Federal  Credit  Unions.  The 
amendment  woulii  clarify  any  doubt  as  to 
whether  such  insurance  may  be  considered 
adequate  security  bysFederal  credit  unions 
and  would  thus  allow  them  to  take  full  ad¬ 
vantage  of  the  FHA  Title  I  programs. 

We  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  that  there  is  no  \bjection  to  the 
submission  of  this  proposes,  legislation  to 
the  Congress  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
administration’s  program. 

Sincerely, 

Wilbur  J.  CohI 

Assistant  Secretary. 


SEVENTEENTH  TRIANNUAL  C( 
GRESS  OP  THE  INTERN ATIONAl 
PUBLISHERS  ASSOCIATION 


Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduce,  for  appropriate  reference, 
along  with  Senators  Clark,  Dirksen, 
Ervin,  Hickenlooper,  Humphrey,  Javits, 
Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  Keating, 
Kuchel,  Saltonstall,  and  Scott,  a  joint 
resolution  welcoming  the  International 
Publishers  Association  to  the  United 
States  for  its  17th  triennial  congress. 

For  the  first  time  since  its  organiza¬ 
tion  in  1896  the  association  will  meet  in 
the  United  States,  2  years  from  now. 
Several  hundred  book  and  music  pub¬ 
lishers  from  Western  Europe,  Latin 
America,  the  Middle  East,  Asia,  and  Af¬ 
rica  will  be  meeting  in  Washington  from 
May  30  to  June  5,  1965,  to  discuss  com¬ 
mon  problems  and  the  free  international 
exchange  of  published  materials.  The 
hosts  will  be  the  American  Book  Pub¬ 
lishers  Council,  Inc.,  and  the  Music  Pub¬ 
lishers  Association. 

It  is  an  honor  to  welcome  to  this 
country  an  organization  which  through¬ 
out  its  history  has  had  as  its  primary 
purpose  upholding  freedom  of  thought 
in  expression  and  in  print.  Article  I  of 
the  basic  statutes  of  the  association  is  a 
stirring  affirmation  of  this  fundamental, 
purpose : 

Freedom  of  thought,  both  in  speech  afid 
in  print,  is  the  nerve  center  of  the  spiritual 
life  of  man  and  of  his  mental  activity. 
Without  that  freedom  the  whole  oSGitera- 
ture — the  recorded  fruits  of  that  activity — 
would  suffer  to  the  detriment  Jot  human 
growth  in  character  and  in  knowledge.  All, 
therefore,  who  understand  theyvalue  of  free¬ 
dom  in  thought,  speech,  a^fl  writing,  and 
not  least  the  publishers  aiyf  distributors  of 
books,  should  unite  in  sauuring  that  free¬ 
dom,  and  should  stanctAirmly  together  in 
opposing  its  restrictioiy'wherever  attempted. 

The  International  ^Publishers’  Association 
has  the  essential  tape  of  upholding  and  de¬ 
fending  the  right  /o  publish  and  distribute 
the  works  of  th^rnind  in  complete  freedom, 
both  within  the  frontiers  of  each  country 
and  between  nations.  Furthermore,  its 
duty  is  to  appose  steadfastly  every  restric¬ 
tion  of  th^  freedom  wherever  attempted  or 
threaten* 


We  /Cve  happy  to  extend  to  the  mem- 
bersyof  the  association  our  sincere  wish¬ 
es  for  a  fruitful  meeting  in  Washington, 
ajau  to  invite  them  to  take  this  oppor¬ 


tunity  to  become  better  acquainted  with 
the  United  States  and  its  people  and  in¬ 
stitutions.  We  hope  the  visiting  pub¬ 
lishers  will  not  limit  themselves  to  a 
few  days’  attendance  at  their  conference 
but  will  come  early  and  stay  late.  Pro¬ 
fessionally,  we  trust  that  out  of  the  meet¬ 
ing  will  come  an  increased  interchange  of 
books  both  in  their  original  languages  of 
publication  and  in  translation.  Even  in 
this  day  of  easy  international  travel  the 
book  remains  a  basic  means  of  under¬ 
standing  between  countries,  as  well  as 
an  instrument  of  educational,  technical, 
and  economic  development. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  120) 
providing  for  the  recognition  and  en¬ 
dorsement  of  the  17th  International 
Publishers’  Congress,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Fulbright  (for  himself  and  other  Sen¬ 
ators),  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
foreign  Relations. 

sMr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  it  is  with 
great  pleasure  that  I  join  the  Senator 
from.  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  and 
numlW  of  distinguished  colleagues 
sponsoring  this  joint  resolution  toyfex- 
tend  an  official  welcome  to  the  bookr  and 
music  publishers  from  abroad  wjfto  will 
be  attending*^ the  17th  Congresy  of  the 
Inter  national  \ Publishers’  Association , 
which  will  meet  in  Washington,  D.C., 
from  May  30  to  June  5,  19S5,  under  the 
able  leadership  and  sponsorship  of  the 
American  Book  Publishers  Council,  Inc., 
and  the  Music  PublWiers  Association, 
Inc.  The  publishing  ^industry  in  the 
United  States  has ySlayechan  important 
role  in  the  culture*  growtlpof  this  coun¬ 
try.  The  industry  may  weirtoe  proud  of 
its  leadership  in  expanding  inactivities 
into  the  international  field  and  in  its 
participation  in  the  challenges  akd  op¬ 
portunities  of  international  book\and 
music  publishing. 

In  M fiy  1962  the  16th  Congress  of  t! 
International  Publishers’  Association  wai 
heldrin  Barcelona,  Spain,  and  was  at¬ 
tended  by  some  800  delegates,  repre- 
mting  24  countries.  Forty  delegates 
from  the’  United  States  attended  the 
congress.  With  respect  to  the  coming 
17th  congress,  the  U.S.  planning  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  book  publishers’  congress 
has  suggested  that  a  variety  of  subjects 
be  discussed  by  the  international  group 
of  publishers  during  the  five  or  six  sched¬ 
uled  work  sessions,  including  first,  pres¬ 
ent  and  future  publishing  in  the  emerg¬ 
ing  countries;  second,  the  position  of 
copyright;  third,  the  problem  of  trans¬ 
lations;  fourth,  the  relation  of  publish¬ 
ing  to  the  newer  media  in  education ;  and 
fifth,  the  area  of  graphic  arts.  The 
planning  committee  of-  the  congress  has 
also  prepared  a  tentative  program  of  ac¬ 
tivity  for  the  visiting  publishers. 

I  take  particular  pride  in  joining  my 
colleagues  in  extending  welcome  to  the 
International  Publishers’  Congress  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  State  of  New 
York,  which  I  have  the  honor  of  repre¬ 
senting,  is  considered  by  many  the  pub¬ 
lishing  center  of  the  world  and  has  con¬ 
tributed  greatly  to  the  cultural  and 
economic  development  of  the  publishing 
industry.  I  am  certain  that  the  meeting 


of  the  17th  International  Publishers’ 
Congress  will  result  once  again  in  a 
cessful  and  constructive  contributio: 
the  publishing  world  and  to  those  Jfi 
benefit  from  its  work. 


NOTICE  OF  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND 
THE  RULE— AMENDMENT  OF  AG¬ 
RICULTURE  DEPARTMENT  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1964 

Mr.  MUNDT  submitted  the  following 
notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL,  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move 
to  suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  the  following  amendment;  namely, 
on  page  38,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert  a 
new  section  as  follows : 

“Sec.  608.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  authorized  to  extend  until  December  31, 
1965,  any  conservation  reserve  contract  (au¬ 
thorized  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act)  which  is  scheduled  to  expire  either  on 
December  31,  1963,  or  December  31,  1964,  if 
the  producer  concerned  makes  application 
for  such  extension  in  accordance  with  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe.’’ 


Mr.  MUNDT  also  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to 
House  bill  6754,  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table 
and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the 

amendment  is  cosponsored  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  the 
junior  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 

Boggs],  the  senior  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis],  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the 
senior  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 

Hruska],  the  junior  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Jordan],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  the  junior  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  ,  the  senior 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr. Hickenlooper]. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  statement  I  have  prepared,  set¬ 
ting  forth  exactly  what  the  Senators 
have  in  mind  and  their  reasons  for  pro¬ 
posing  the  amendment  as  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.C. — Senator  Karl  E. 
Mundt,  Republican,  of  South  Dakota,  today 
introduced  an  amendment  which  would  per¬ 
mit  farmers  to  extend  soil  bank  conservation 
reserve  contracts  now  due  to  expire  Decem¬ 
ber  31  of  this  year.  Eleven  Senators  Joined 
as  cosponsors  of  the  amendment. 

The  Mundt  amendment,  submitted  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  appropriations 
bill,  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  extend  the  present  program  for  2 
years. 
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He  said,  the  measure  would  also  permit 
contracts  which  expire  at  the  end  of  1964  to 
be  extended. 

Mundt  said  the  Senators  cosponsoring  the 
proposal  include  Allott  and  Dominick,  of 
Colorado;  Boggs,  of  Delaware;  Carlson,  of 
Kansas,  Curtis  and  Hruska,  of  Nebraska; 
Jordan,  of  Idaho;  Hickenlooper  and  Miller, 
of  Iowa;  Simpson,  of  Wyoming;  and  Young, 
of  North  Dakota. 

The  South  Dakota  Senator  said  congres¬ 
sional  approval  of  the  amendment  will  give 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  authority  to 
extend  contracts  for  7,400,000  acres  of  land 
now  in  the  conservation  reserve. 

“Unless  Congress  takes  action,”  Mundt 
said,  "contracts  on  these  7,400,000  acres  ex¬ 
pire  December  31,  and  this  land  will  come 
back  into  production  next  year  adding  fur¬ 
ther  to  our  problems  of  bverproduction.” 

Mundt  noted  that  his  amendment  would 
not  change  the  present  program  nor  permit 
the  soil  bank  acres  to  become  involved  in  the 
.  controversy  over  a  proposed  House  bill  which 
has  been  the  subject  of  argument  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  weeks. 

He  said  the  House  bill  has  been  “bogged 
down”  because  it  contains  a  provision  to 
permit  grazing  of  livestock  on  soil  bank 
acres. 

Mundt  said  because  opposition  to  the  graz¬ 
ing  provision  has  deadlocked  the  House ' 
measure,  “the  wise  course  of  action  is  to 
merely  extend  the  present  program  and  let 
the  grazing  proposal  be  considered  as  a  sep¬ 
arate  measure.” 

“This  would  permit  the  grazing  suggestion 
to  stand  or  fall  on  its  own  merits  and  not 
hinder  the  continuation  of  a  program  which 
already  is  law  and  requires  only  extension,’ 
Mundt  said.  “Unless  we  make  such  an  ex- 
sion  very  promptly,  these  idled  acres  with 
their  increased  fertility  will  be  adding  great¬ 
ly  to  our  stored  surpluses  after  next  year’s 
harvest.  The  delay  in  congressional  action 
has  already  resulted  in  many  of  these 
acres  being  plowed  under  in  readiness  for 
next  spring’s  planting.” 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the  ex¬ 
tension  would  in  no  way  change  con¬ 
tracts  which  now  exist,  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  controversial  issue  which 
has  arisen;  that  is,  whether  soil  bank 
acreage  should  be  permitted  to  be  used 
for  the  grazing  of  livestock.  The  exten¬ 
sion  would  definitely  prohibit  such  graz¬ 
ing.  It  would  leave  for  future  delibera¬ 
tion  and  consideration  a  new  soil  bank 
program  or  an  extension  which  might 
evolve  into  a  different  utilization  of  idle 
acres. 


OPPOSITION  TO  ASSISTANCE  TO 
SOUTH  VIETNAM— ADDITIONAL 

COSPONSORS  OF  RESOLUTION 

Under  authority  of  thp  order  of  the 
Senate  of  September  12V1963,  the  names 
of  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Brewster,  Mr.  Ed¬ 
mondson,  Mr.  HAR’nra,  Mr.  McIntyre, 
Mr.  Metcalf,  anyMr.  Walters  were 
added  as  additional  cosponsors  of  the 
resolution  (S.  Bes.  196)  opposing  con¬ 
ditional  continuation  of  military  and 
economic  assistance  to  the  Government 
of  South  Ifietnam,  submitted  by  Mr. 
Church  yor  himself  and  other  Sena¬ 
tors)  op/September  12,  1963. 


ICE  OF  HEARINGS  ON  SENATE 
JOINT  RESOLUTION  118 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
r  would  like  to  announce  that  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Housing  of  the  Banking 


and  Currency  Committee  will  hold  hear¬ 
ings  on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  118, 
which  would  increase  the  authorization 
for  direct  loans  for  housing  for  elderly 
persons,  and  S.  1170,  a  bill  to  assist  in 
the  provision  of  housing  for  elderly  per¬ 
sons.  These  hearings  will  be  held  on 
October  1  and  2,  in  room  5302,  Senate 
Office  Building,  beginning  at  10  a.m.  each 
day. 

All  persons  wishing  to  testify  should 
contact  Mr.  Carl  A.  S.  Coan,  staff  direc¬ 
tor  of  the  subcommittee,  room  5228, 
Senate  Office  Building. 


ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  SHOWING  OF 
‘‘AFRICA  TODAY” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
again  announce  that  on  next  Monday, 
September  23,  as  well  as  on  Tuesday, 
September  24,  there  will  be  two  showings 
of  a  series  of  motion  pictures  I  took  on 
my  recent  trip  to  Africa.  The  showings 
will  take  place  at  2  p.m.  and  7:30  p.m. 
each  day,  Monday  and  Tuesday,  in  the/ 
New  Senate  Office  Building  Auditorium 
The  public  is  invited  to  attend,  as  .are 
ill  Senators  and  Representatives'  in 
ingress  and  their  staffs.  I  hop/  they 
wnl  take  advantage  of  this  opportunity. 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORL 
CLES^  ETC.,  PRINT| 
APPEI 


ARTI- 
IN  THE 


On  requeSL  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addressee  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  by  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follo\ 

By  Mr.  RANDOLPH: 

Addresses  by /Hon.\lulett  C.  Smith,  Mr. 
Eugene  M.  Maftlock,  Hen.  Cecil  H.  Under¬ 
wood,  and  Senator  Randolph  at  46th  An¬ 
nual  Convention  of  the  west  Virginia  Sav¬ 
ings  an<y  Loan  League,  September  12-14, 
1963,  tin/ Greenbrier,  White  Suhihur  Springs, 
W.  Va r,  and  list  of  memberVassociations 
of  ttfe  West  Virginia  Saving^and  Loan 
League. 

[ddress  by  Senator  Vance  HartkA  Demo- 
Fat,  of  Indiana,  before  the  MinnesotaGletail 
lardware  Association  Convention,  Oh-and 
View  Lodge,  Echo  Lake,  Minn.,  Augus^27, 
1963. 

By  Mr.  GOLDWATER : 

Address  entitled  “Is  Conservatism  Dy¬ 
namic?”  delivered  by  him  before  the  Con¬ 
servative  Club  of  Montclair,  N.J.,  on  August 
24,  1963. 

By  Mr.  MCCARTHY: 

Editorial  entitled  “Improving  Congress” 
published  in  the  St.  Paul  Pioneer  Press,  Sep¬ 
tember  16. 

Editorial  entitled  “CIA  Operations  in 
South  Vietnam,”  published  in  the  St.  Paul 
Pioneer  Press,  issue  of  September  16,  relat¬ 
ing  to  current  political  developments  in 
Vietnam. 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSON: 

Article  entitled  “A  Circus,  a  Trip,  and  a 
Change,”  written  by  Drew  Pearson  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Washington  Post  of  September 
19,  1963. 

Article  dealing  with  encroachment  by  for¬ 
eign  fishermen  on  U.S.  territorial  waters, 
written  by  Jack  Metcalf  and  published  in 
the  New  York  Daily  News  of  September  15, 
1963. 

Editorial  entitled  “Light  Over  the  Merchant 
Marine”  published  in  the  New  York  Times  of 
August  17,  1963. 

Editorial  entitled  “$2.3  Billion  Should  Go 
Into  the  Ocean,”  published  in  Life  magazine 
of  August  30,  1963. 


Letter  to  him  dated  June  18,  1963,  from 
Harold  S.  Geneen,  president,  International 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Corp.;  letter  to  him, 
dated  July  22,  1963,  from  Harold  S.  Geneen, 
president,  International  Telephony/ &  Tele¬ 
graph  Corp.;  letter  to  him,  dated  June  27, 
1963,  from  David  Sarnof,  chairman  of  the 
board,  Radio  Corp.  of  America;,  address  by  E. 
William  Henry,  chairman,  Federal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission,  before7 Standing  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Communications,  86th  annual 
meeting,  American  Bar  Association,  August 
14,  1963;  all  relating  to/ievelopment  of  uni¬ 
fied  overall  communications  policy,  which 
will  appear  hereafte/  in  the  Appendix. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND : 

Columns  enticed  “If  This  Country  is  to 
Survive”  and  "K  the  U.S.  is  to  Survive  Our 
Military  Must/Not  Be  Gagged,”  both  written 
by  Ralph  da/Toledano,  and  published  in  the 
Augusta  (S/c.)  Herald,  on  September  11  and 
12,  1963,  Egspectively. 

/HE  GRAVE  SITUATION  IN 
VIETNAM 

/ Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  we 
tore  confronted  with  a  grave  situation  in 
Vietnam.  It  is  costing  American  lives 
and  an  enormous  expenditure  of  public 
funds.  There  are  no  simple  solutions.  It 
is  by  no  means  an  open-and-shut  matter 
of  going  in  and  cleaning  up  the  mess  in 
quick  order,  or  just  packing  up  and  leav¬ 
ing.  In  the  first  instance,  “the  quick 
order”  could  easily  run  to  many  years 
and  thousands  of  American  lives.  In  the 
second  instance,  we  would  be  taking,  in 
present  circumstances,  incalculable  risks 
with  respect  to  the  whole  future  of  the 
western  Pacific. 

And  yet  to  do  nothing,  to  permit  our 
relationship  to  the  situation  to  go  on  as 
usual,  to  continue  to  whistle  in  the  dark 
as  the  darkness  closed  in  on  us,  would 
have  been  to  intensify  the  likelihood  of 
one  or  the  other  of  these  extreme  solu¬ 
tions — of  all  the  way  in  or  all  the  way 
out— which,  in  reality,  are  not  solutions 
at  all.  What  has  been  indicated  for 
many  months,  Mr.  President — clearly  in¬ 
dicated  has  been  the  desirability  of  an 
attempt  at  modifications  of  our  past 
policies,  not  only  those  with  respect  to 
Vietnam,  but  also  those  with  respect  to 
all  of  southeast  Asia. 

Some  such  modifications  have  obvious¬ 
ly  already  been  tried  without  very  much 
uccess  in  Vietnam.  It  is  likely  that  still 
ers  will  be  tried  in  the  future.  The 
success  of  any  attempt  is  by  no  means 
automatic.  Indeed,  the  prospect  for  any 
sort  o^  successful  modifications  is  very 
dim. 

But  it\is  clear,  Mr.  President,  that 
whatever  prospects  there  may  be  will  be 
lost  unless  tnere  is  an  administrative  dis¬ 
cipline,  coupled  with  a  capacity  to  re¬ 
adjust  rapidly Vo  change,  among  the 
agencies  and  responsible  officials  directly 
involved  in  carrying  out  such  policies  as 
may  be  directed  >jy  the  President, 
through  the  Secretary  of  State. 

There  are  probably  iXexcess  of  15,000 
Americans  now  in  Vietnam  in  a  variety 
of  agencies — mostly  in  theinilitary  serv¬ 
ices,  but  also  in  the  Embastor,  the  aid- 
programs,  the  USIS,  or  whatever.  Un¬ 
less  they  function — all  of  them,  both 
those  mentioned  and  those  onmen- 
tioned — as  a  unit,  in  prompt  response  to 
such  modifications  of  policies  as  maV  be 
laid  down  by  the  President  and  the  Sec- 
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notary  of  State — and  these  two  leaders 
alone — we  will  suffer  the  gravest  conse¬ 
quences  in  Vietnam. 

m\  President,  if  this  large  contingent 
of  Americans  is  so  to  function,  there  can 
be  in  Vietnam  only  one  channel  through 
which  direction  can  flow.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  Secretary  of  State  can¬ 
not  set  up  headquarters  in  Saigon;  but 
they  do  have\in  that  tortured  city  an 
eminently  qualified  man  who  does  speak 
for  them — and  is  the  only  man  who 
should  speak  for  them — with  their  para¬ 
mount  authority  in\this  matter.  That 
is  the  Ambassador,  Mr.  Henry  Cabot 
Lodge,  our  former  colleague,  and  an  out¬ 
standing  American  in  every  respect. 

Mr.  Lodge  has  the  capacity,  the  wit, 
the  experience,  and  the  determination 
to  provide  overall  direction  kand  con¬ 
trol — if  any  man  can — for  this  vast, 
dangerous,  and  delicate  opera tioh.  But 
he  cannot  do  it  alone.  He  must\have 
the  cooperation  of  all  involved.  I\am 
disturbed,  therefore,  by  press  repels 
which  suggest  that  he  is  not  securing^ 
that  cooperation.  May  I  say,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  it  is  not  his  function  to  beg 
that  cooperation.  It  is  his  authority  to 
require  it  in  the  name  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  obvious  that  we 
cannot  control  the  behavior  of  the  Viet¬ 
namese  Government.  But  if  we  cannot 
control  our  own  official  behavior,  if  we 
cannot  insure  that  the  man  who  bears 
the  responsibilities  on  the  spot  will  have 
the  prompt  and  full  support  of  all  others 
involved,  if  bureaucratic  inertia  or  ret¬ 
icences  or  whatever  tie  his  hands,  we 
are  face  to  face  with  a  disaster  in 
Vietnam.  And  may  I  say  that  it  does 
not  matter  whether  this  ugly  in¬ 
adequacy  in  our  administrative  behavior 
occurs  in  Washington,  in  Saigon,  or  any¬ 
where  else.  It  is  reprehensible  at  all 
times,  but  it  is  especially  so  at  a  moment 
of  crisis. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  repeat  that  if 
there  is  any  hope  of  a  satisfactory  solu¬ 
tion  in  Vietnam,  it  must  depend  in  the 
first  instance  on  the  ordering  of  our  own 
bureaucratic  house.  It  must  be  clear 
that  the  line  of  direction  of  American 
policy  runs  from  the  President  to  the, 
Secretary  of  State  to  Ambassador  Lodg f, 
and  all  else  must  fit  into  this  line.  And 
if,  to  insure  this  ordering  of  our yown 
house,  certain  individuals  must  toe  re¬ 
moved  from  it,  then  the  sooner  tftey  are 
removed  the  better.  / 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Montana  /ield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  compliment  the 
majority  leader  for  his  very  timely  and,  I 
believe,  necessary  statement,  in  view  of 
our  most  difficult  Situation  in  South 
Vietnam.  This  problem  has  been  of 
concern  to  many/Members  of  Congress, 
who  have  bee/  briefed  session  after 
session.  / 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  statement 
just  made/oy  the  majority  leader  will 
reach  thy  attention  of  those  in  power 
and  authority,  not  only  in  order  that  we 
may  thus  protect  our  position  and  help 
to  establish  there  a  sound  and  honest 
government  with  which  we  can  have 
sincere  and  honest  connections,  but  also 


in  order  that  our  officials  there  will  fol¬ 
low  the  channels  they  should. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  for  his  statement. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mi’.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Montana  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  that  obvi¬ 
ously  the  responsibility  for  the  crisis 
which  has  existed,  continues  to  exist, 
and  is  enlarging,  in  South  Vietnam,  is 
one  which  runs  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  That  is  why  I  say  to  the 
Senator  that  although  some  Senators 
have  joined  in  sponsoring  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  crisis  in  Vietnam,  I 
have  declined  to  take  that  position,  for 
it  seems  to  me  that,  as  the  majority 
leader  has  suggested,  this  is  a  time  when 
a  crisis  is  brewing  and  when  the  respon¬ 
sibility  rests,  not  in  the  Senate,  but  in 
the  White  House,  in  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  in  the  representation  which 
this  Government  today  maintains  in 
South  Vietnam.  Under  those  circum¬ 
stances,  I  believe  the  comments  mad/* 
thik  morning  by  the  distinguished  ma- 
joritV  leader  are  to  the  point.  / 

Mr. -MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  comments  of  the/Gistin- 
guished  acting  minority  leader/ 

I  wish  tcKsay  that  so  far  as  this  ad- 
ministration'is  concerned,  raraers  did  go 
out,  2  years  akp,  to  the  effect  that  our 
Ambassador  to  any  country  would  be  the 
head  of  all  our  acbijvitie/in  that  country. 

Speaking  of  ouk/ormer  colleague. 
Ambassador  HenryyCabot  Lodge,  who 
also  has  served  witlu.  distinction  as  a 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  and  as  our 
Ambassador  to /he  United  Nations,  and 
whose  nomination  was  reported  unani¬ 
mously  from/the  Committee\>n  Foreign 
Relations, /and  was  confirmed  unani¬ 
mously  hy  the  Senate,  I  point  out  that 
his  job  is  difficult  enough,  without  hav¬ 
ing  factions  or  frictions  develop  anaong 
our  fffficials  in  the  country  to  whiclXhe 
ha/been  assigned.  \ 

A.  should  like  to  see  these  frictions  done 
/away  with.  We  ought  to  give  every 
possible  cooperation  to  this  man,  in 
whom  we  have  great  confidence,  because 
the  job  he  has  at  the  moment  is  in  many 
respects  one  of  the  most  difficult  diplo¬ 
matic  jobs  in  the  world. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 


THE  PRESIDENT  AND  LYNDON 
JOHNSON 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  al¬ 
though  the  American  people  are  fully 
aware  of  the  tremendously  vital  and  con¬ 
summate  leadership  skills  of  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  Lyndon  B.  Johnson,  each  day  and 
each  week  he  adds  to  his  superb  record 
of  accomplishment.  It  is  both  heart¬ 
warming  and  reassuring  to  have  these 
laurels  documented  through  honest  jour¬ 
nalism.  Recently,  the  nationally  syndi¬ 
cated  columnist  Max  Freedman  provided 
another  such  documentation,  and  his  col¬ 
umn  deserves  our  attention  and  recog¬ 
nition  as  a  constructive  and  timely  bit  of 
reporting.  Therefore  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Mr.  Freedman’s  column,  as 


it  appeared  in  the  Houston,  Tex.,  Chron¬ 
icle  on  September  3  under  the  heading, 
“The  President  and  Lyndon  Johnson,” 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  column 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Houston  Chronicle,  Sept.  3,  1963) 
The  President  and  Lyndon  Johnson — At 
First  Wary  of  Each  Other,  They  Now 
Share  Deep,  Abiding  Trust 

(By  Max  Freedman) 

Washington. — Vice  President  Lyndon 
Johnson  is  in  Europe/ as  the  representative 
of  President  Kenned^  on  a  mission  to  the 
Scandinavian  countries  this  week.  Thus, 
this  is  a  good  occ/sion  for  discussing  the  re¬ 
lations,  both  personal  and  official,  between 
the  two  men.  / 

Those  relations  are  marked  by  a  friendly 
trust  not  often  seen  in  politics.  The  highest 
tribute  any  Vice  President  can  receive  comes 
when  hi/: advice  and  judgment  are  respected 
by  that  President.  Those  who  know  most 
aboui/the  inner  history  of  the  Kennedy  ad¬ 
ministration  are  the  first  to  testify  that  the 
Vi/e  President  has  earned  and  long  held  this 
special  relationship.  Such  quiet  cooperation 
/at  the  summit  of  the  administration  is  more 
important  than  his  public  services,  useful 
and  varied  as  they  are. 

Very  early  in  the  administration,  when  the 
memories  of  the  election  campaign  had  not 
yet  faded,  Mr.  Johnson  used  to  tell  his 
friends  that  his  ambition  was  to  be  the  kind 
of  Vice  President  that  he  would  have  liked 
to  have  if  he  had  been  elected  to  the  Presi¬ 
dency  in  1960.  What  was  once  his  aim  has 
now  become  his  accomplishment. 

This  has  not  been  easy.  At  first  some  of 
the  men  near  President  Kennedy  were  skep¬ 
tical  and  cautious.  They  remembered  Mr. 
Johnson’s  immense  power  as  majority  lead¬ 
er  in  the  Senate,  and  they  wondered  how  he 
would  behave  in  his  new  role.  These  doubts 
were  wholly  natural,  and  they  bring  no  dis¬ 
credit  on  those  who  held  them.  But  the  pe¬ 
riod  of  suspense  would  have  lasted  much 
longer  if  the  President  had  not  shown  such 
complete  confidence  in  the  Vice  President. 

Mr.  Kennedy  in  the  White  House  was  for 
Mr.  Johnson  a  leader  of  astonishing  knowl¬ 
edge  and  resource.  This  was  a  very  differ¬ 
ent  man  from  the  junior  Senator  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  with  whom  he  used  to  deal  while  he 
led  the  Senate.  In  the  presence  of  his  closest 
friends,  where  he  could  speak  with  absolute 
frankness,  a  note  of  profound  admiration 
.gradually  crept  into  his  voice  as  he  talked 
kbout  the  President.  That  admiration  has 
continued  and  has  deepened. 

During  Mr.  Johnson’s  years  of  leadership 
in  tnh  Senate  the  charge  was  often  made  that 
he  waVmore  interested  in  the  manipulation 
of  vote®,  than  in  the  settlement  of  issues. 
His  critickforgot  that  his  duties  as  majority 
leader  compelled  him  to  develop  an  almost 
proprietary  interest  in  legislation,  even  when 
he  personally Niid  not  agree  with  it. 

At  all  events, \his  charge  can  no  longer  be 
made  with  any  validity.  He  has  a  new  con¬ 
cern  for  ideas  and  a. much  greater  freedom  in 
discussing  them.  \ 

It  is  quite  wrong,  however,  to  think  that 
his  mind  has  moved  iiXa  totally  new  direc¬ 
tion  on  civil  rights;  ana.it  is  an  insult  to 
think  that  his  speeches  in.  the  racial  crisis 
are  the  cynical  products  o\  political  expe¬ 
diency.  \ 

Of  course,  he  has  been  taught  many  valu¬ 
able  lessons  by  the  racial  upheavals  of  recent 
months.  He  thinks  other  people  might  have 
profitably  heeded  these  lessons  alscX  Some¬ 
times  it  is  necessary  to  reform  in  obder  to 
preserve.  He  still  puts  his  trust  in  reason 
and  abhors  violence  as  a  self-defeating  weap¬ 
on.  Even  now,  as  in  1957  when  he  brought 
the  Senate  to  pass  its  first  significant  civn^ 
rights  legislation  since  Reconstruction  days. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Lausche  urged^re  duct  ion  in  REA  lWn  authorizations  and  increase  in 

its  interest  rate.  Sen.  Mundt^opposed  increased  trade  with  Russia  in  agricultural 
commodities.  Sen.  Javits  s^jcrnitted  amendment  to  Agricultural  appropriation  bill 

i  \ 

highlights  continued  on  page  5, 

HOUSE 

1,  POTATOES.  The  A  xp.' culture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H,  R.  90h,  to 

prohibit  trading  in  Irish  potato  futures  on  commodity  exchanges  (H.  Rept.  765). 

p.  17026 

2.  WHEAT  GRADING.  Rep.  Ellsworth  urged  adoption  of  the  proposed  changes  in  wheat 

grading^tandards  and  inserted  former  Representative,  and  Chairmah  of  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee,  Hope's  statement  favoring  the  changes.  pp.\.7022-5 

TAXA/lON:  EXPENDITURES.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  8363,  the  proposed  Revalue  Pa t 
0^1963  providing  for  reductions  in  corporate  and  individual  income  ta^s 
/pp.  16979-17015).  Rep.  Alger  inserted  Rep.  Byrnes'  (Wise.)  remarks  urging 
amendment  of  the  bill  by  requiring  an  official  pronouncement  from  the  r resident 
that  the  level  of  spending  this  year  will  not  go  above  $97 .1  H  9> 
Rep.  Pelly  stated  that  he  would  vote  for  tax  reduction  if  the  administration \ 
puts  "a  brake  on  spending"  (pp.  17023-U).  Rep.  Gonzalez  urged  passage  of  the 
tax  reduction  bill  and  agreed  with  the  idea  that  private  debt  is  productive 


3. 
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when  investment  loans  are  used  on  such  items  as  the  construction  of  electric? 
powerlines  and  for  various  agricultural  purposes  (p.  17020), 


REPRESSED  AREAS,  Rep,  Widnall  urged  passage  of  his  bill  ”to  provide  incentives 
business  for  investment  in  America’s  own  underdeveloped  areas,”  He/stated 
th^t  the  bill  would  be  available  to  all  redevelopment  areas  and  would/also  be 
applicable  to  business  concerns  showing  a  record  of  profitable  operation 
rathefe  than  as  presently  employed  by  theArea  Redevelopment  Administration, 
p.  1701 


5,  HOUSING,  Byth  Houses  received  from  the  President  the  annual 
Housing  and\fome  Finance  Agency  for  1962,  pp,  16979,  16911- 


>ort  of  the 


6,  APPROPRIATIONS,^! The  conferees  on  H,  R.  5883,  the  Labor 
bill,  196U,  wereVgiven  until  midnight  Tues,  Sept,  2k  to, 
p.  16979 


HEW  appropriation 
'ile  a  report. 


WATERSHEDS,  The  Agriculture  Committee  approved  the^ork  plans  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  watershed  projects\  which  were  then  referred  to  the  Appropriations 
Committees  Bajura,  P.  Ry;  Little  Walnut-Hickory^  Kans.j  Nolan  Creek,  Tex,;  (1 
Tri-County  Turkey  Creek,  Okla;  and  Waterf all-Gilford  Creek,  Okla,  p,  17016 
Received  two  letters  frok  the  Budget  Bureau  relative  to  plans  for  works  of 
improvement  relating  to  the  following  watertmeds:  Mud  Creek,  Ark,;  Cane  Creek, 
Ga,;  Crooked  Creek,  Minn.;  Joe\River,  Minnw;  Little  Shenango  River,  Pa,;  Marsh  . 
Creek,  Pa.; .  Weatherford-Bear  Creek,  Tenn4,  to  the  Agriculture  Committee;  and 
Middle  Oconee  Walnut  Creek,  Ga,;  BakexyRiver,  N.H,;  Lower  Clear  Boggy  Creek, 
Okla.;  Salt  Canp  Creek,  Okla.;  and  \Jpper  Bosque  River,  Tex.,  to  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  p,  17025 


8.  STOCKPILING.  The  Armed  Services  oGmmit^^e  reported  without  amendment  S,  J99hf 
to  authorize  the  disposal,  without  regarckto  the  prescribed  6-months  waiting 
period,  of  certain  water  fowl/xeathers  ana\down  from  the  national  stockpile 
(H.  Rept.  759).  p.  17025 


9.  NATIONAL  PARK.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Af f air&vC ommittee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  with  amendment  H.  67 56,  to  revise  the 

boundaries  of  Mesa  Verde  National  Park,  Colo.  p.\»7U3 


1 


SENATE 


10.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  This  bill,  H.  R.  675U,  was  made  the 
unfinished  business  for  debate  today  (Wed,),  p.  16972 

Sen.  Javits  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  this  bill  to 
provide  that  no  part  of  the  funds  for  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  may  be ' 
used  in  any  State  in  which  the  participants  in,  or  beneficiaries  of,  such  loans 
are  segregated,  pp.  16919-20 

Sen.  Ribicoff  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  this  bill# 

p.  16920 


AR  TEST  BAN  TREATY.  By  a  vote  of  80  to  19,  agreed  to  the  resolute  n  of 
tification  of  the  nuclear  test  ban  treaty,  pp,  16899-902,  16905-10 


DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  I96I4..  By  a  vote  of  77  to  0,  passed 
amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  7179  (pp.  169U3-72).  Conferees  were  appointed 
(p.  16972).  This  bill  does  not  include  funds  for  civil  defense  activities. 

The  committee  report  states  that  funds  for  civil  defense  will  be  considered  in'' 
a  future  appropriation  bill.  The  bill  retains  a  provision  in  last  year’s 
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appropriation  bill  providing  that  the  indirect  costs  of  research  grants  to 
nonprofit  and  educational  institutions  shall  not  be  in  excess  of  20  percent  / 

\of  the  direct  costs  of  sudi  grants  (as  passed  by  the  House,  the  bill  provided 
for  a  limitation  of  25  percent  of  the  indirect  costs  of  such  grants).  / 

13.  ELECTRIFICATION;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  Lausche  urged  a  reduction  in  the  loan 

authorizations  for  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  as  provided  in  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill,  stating  that  "in  view  of  the  fact  that  more 
than  98  percent  of  the  rural  homes  in  this  country  already  have  electric 
service,  I  cannot  see  the  need  for  this  large  sum"  and  that  recent  hearings 
"brought  to  light  numerous  occasions  where  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration  made  loans  in  substantial  sums  for  purposes  of  questionable  nature  and 
legality."  Also,  he  stated  that  he  would  request  consideration  o f  his  proposed 
amendment  to  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  to  increase  interest  rates  on 
REA  loans,  pp.  16920-1 


14.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SC^FLUS  COMMODITIES.  Sen.  Mundt  disputed  suggestions  "that 

there  is  a  great  demand  in  the  Farm  Belt  to  ship  our /foodstuffs  to  Red  Russia 
and  Red  China,"  stalled  that  farmers  "expect  positive  leadership  from  high 
places  in  America  whrch  will  induce  our  friends  inr  the  free  world  to  follow 
our  example  in  restraint  of  trade  to  Communist  cmmtries,"  and  inserted  two 
editorials  in  support  orchis  position,  pp.  16927-9 


15.  NOMINATION.  Confirmed  the  rumination  of  Johjff  A.  Granouski  to  be  Postmaster 
General,  pp.  16910-1 


16.  PRICES.  Sen.  Morton  charged  "th) 
quality  stabilization  bill  is  en< 
as  being  in  the  public  interest. 


a  heaCrily  financed  campaign  to  defeat  the 
jrway,"  and  renewed  his  support  for  the  bill 
16904-5 


17.  TEXTILES.  The  Commerce  Committee/submi±ted  for  printing  a  report  of  its 

Special  Subcommittee  to  Study  One  Textrle  Industry  on  problems  of  the  domes¬ 
tic  textile  industry  (S.  Rept / 524) .  p A16912 


18.  PERSONNEL;  EMPLOYMENT.  Sei 
Federal  civilian  employ 
al  population."  p.  16922 


Hruska  disputed\statements  by  the  President  "that 
it  has  been  growing>st  a  rate  slower  than  the  nation- 


19.  CONGRESSIONAL  ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Stennis  insert e< 
by  Sens.  Talmadge  /md  Clark  on  the  organization  an< 
pp.  16929-31 


discussion  on  television 
.operation  of  the  Senate. 


ECONOMIC  GROWTH^  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  article  from 
Bulletin  challenging  the  "thesis  of  a  slowdown  in  U  S. 
"Measuring/and  Analyzing  Economic  Growth."  pp.  16972-8 


le  Federal  Reserve 
:onomic  growth": 


21.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  stated  that  it  is  anticip>kted  that  the 
dairy yoill  will  be  considered  during  the  second  week  of  Oct.  ppV  16942-3 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


22.  ^SEARCH;  ANIMAL  DRUGS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Sullivan  opposiifo  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.  R.  7247,  to  amend  the  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  regarding^the 
regulation  of  new  animal  drugs,  and  inserting  her  testimony  opposing  the\bill, 
pp.  A6018-9 


23.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Widnall  criticizing  the  Are 
Redevelopment  Administration  and  inserting  an  article  suggesting  discontinu¬ 
ance  of  the  area  redevelopment  program,  pp.  A6025-6 


-  4  - 


>4.  PRICES,  Rep.  Dingell  inserted  two  items  opposing  the  proposed  quality  stabili^ 
zation  bill.  pp.  A6018,  A6020-1 

25. \pREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Derwinski  inserted  an  article  discussing  "the  competitive 
jpects  of  international  trade”:  ’’Friendship  Doesn't  Count  in  Trade  Wary 

p.\£6020 

ip.Brademas  inserted  a  recent  address  by  Edward  Scriven,  Acting  National 
Expork  Expansion  Coordinator,  "outlining  a  pattern  for  further  private  busiress 
initiative  in  searching  out  and  developing  foreign  markets.”  pp.yw>021-2 

*  i* 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

26.  RECREATION  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Long  (Mo.)  inserting  an  editorial 

voicing  concerrkoyer  the  possible  shrinking  of  America's  outdoors  and  recrea¬ 
tion  areas.  pp.\A5990-l 

27.  OPINION  POLL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Conte  inserting  an  opinion  poll  in¬ 

cluding  such  items  asvthe  farm  price  support  program^  the  proposed  tax  reduc¬ 
tion,  Federal  aid  to  education.  Domestic  Peace  Coi^ps,  Youth  Conservation 
Corps,  and  the  foreign  a^d  program,  p.  A5992 

TAXATION .,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  FindleWinserting  a  letter  from  the 
President  of  the  Ill.  Agricultural  Assoc,  expressing  concern  that  a  tax  cut 
would  add  stimulus  to  inf latioto  which  woulp  in  turn  cause  a  greater  economic 
disadvantage  to  the  farmers.  p\  A6016 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Curtis  inserting  a  letter  from  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  voicing  opposition  to  fche yproposed  tax  reduction,  pp.  A5994-5 
Various  other  extensions  of  remark  and  inserting  of  articles  favoring  and 
opposing  the  proposed  tax  cut.  ppy/A3$96,  A5996-8,  A5999,  A6017-8,  A6028 

29.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks' of  Rep.  ''Leggett  inserting  an  announcement 
concerning  the  hiring  and  wagers of  farm  workers  in  Calif,  p.  A5996 


30.  MARKET  NEWS  SERVICE.  Extern 
criticizing  the  USDA  mark* 


[on  of  remarks  of  Itep.  Poff  inserting  an  editorial 
news  service,  pp. ^6004-5 


31.  FUTURE  FARMER.  Extenstofi  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Nelserk  inserting  an  article  con¬ 
cerning  the  activities  of  the  National  Canners'  Association  for  the  National 
Junior  Vegetable  Growers'  Association,  pp.  A6008-9 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 


32.  MEAT  IMPORTS,  yft.  R.  2J.68,  by  Sen.  Hruska,  providing  for  the\negotiation  of 
international  agreements  limiting  the  exportation  of  beef  anSi  veal  to  the 
United  Stages;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Remarka\nf  author, 
pp.  1691T 

FEED  GRAIN.  H.  R.  8534,  by  Rep.  Beckworth,  to  permit  farmers  who  c^iduct  family 
size/farm  operations  and  ranchers  who  conduct  family- size  ranch  operHfions  to 
grow  without  penalty  grain  to  feed  their  poultry  and  livestock:  to  Agriculture 
Committee. 

34 ./ATTORNEYS.  H.  R.  8535,  by  Rep.  Collier,  to  provide  for  the  right  of  personW 
to  be  represented  by  attorneys  in  matters  before  Federal  agencies;  to  Judici 
Committee. 
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The  bill  (S.  2173)  to  amend  the  Tariff 
.Act  of  1930  and  the  act  of  February  13, 
1^911,  to  eliminate  those  provisions  which 
juire  payment  to  the  United  States  for 
overtime  services  of  customs  officers  and 
emptoyees,  introduced  by  Mr.  Dominick, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title, 
ref  erreckto .  the  Committee  on  Finance 
and  orda^d  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representativeb^of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Corharess  assembled.  That  (a) 
section  451  of  tH«  Tariff  Act  of  1930  (19 
U.S.C.  451)  Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“Sec.  451.  Same — EhSeptions;  Extra  Com¬ 
pensation  for  Certain  Over¬ 
time  SERvmES. 

“(a)  The  provisions  oV sections  450  and 
452  of  this  Act  shall  not  aptoly  to  the  owner, 
operator,  or  agent  of  a  l^chway  vehicle, 
bridge,  tunnel,  or  ferry,  between  the  United 
States  and  Canada  or  betweeNthe  United 
States  and  Mexico,  nor  to  the  laNng  or  un¬ 
lading  of  merchandise,  baggage,  at  persons 
arriving  in  or  departing  from  thNunited 
States  by  motor  vehicle,  trolley  car,  ^foot, 
or  by  other  means  of  highway  travel  \pon, 
over,  or  through  any  highway,  bridge,  tunbel, 
or  ferry.  At  ports  of  entry  and  customs  s^^ 
tions  where  any  merchandise,  baggage,  ol 
persons  shall  arrive  in  or  depart  from  the' 
United  States  by  motor  vehicle,  trolley  car, 
on  foot,  or  by  other  means  of  highway  travel 
upon,  over,  or  through  any  highway,  bridge, 
tunnel,  or  ferry,  between  the  United  States 
and  Canada  or  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico,  the  collector,  under  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may 
prescribe,  shall  assign  customs  officers  and 
employees  to  duty  at  such  times  during  the 
twenty-four  hours  of  each  day,  including 
Sundays  and  holidays,  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  his  discretion  may  determine  to 
be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  inspection  and 
passage  of  such  merchandise,  baggage,  or  per¬ 
sons.  Officers  and  employees  assigned  to 
such  duty  at  night  or  on  Sundajror  a  holiday 
shall  be  paid  compensation  in  accordance 
with  existing  law  as  interpreted  by  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of 
the  United  States  v.  Howard  C.  Myers  (320 
U.S.  561).  As  used  in  this  section  the  term 
‘ferry’  shall  mean  a  passenger  service  op¬ 
erated  with  the  use  of  vessels  which  arrive 
in  the  United  States  on  regular  schedules  at 
intervals  of  at  least  once  each  hour  during 
any  period  in  which  customs  service  is  to  be 
furnished  as  above  provided. 

“(b)  Upon  a  request  made  by  the  owne 
master,  or  person  in  charge  of  a  vesse^or 
vehicle,  or  by  or  on  behalf  of  a  common 
carrier  or  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  ow^ter  or 
consignee  of  any  merchandise  or  bSggage, 
for  overtime  services  of  customs  dmcers  or 
employees  at  night  or  on  a  Sun^y  or  holi¬ 
day,  the  collector  shall  assiap  sufficient 
customs  officers  or  employees  jf  available  to 
perform  any  such  services  vpich  may  law¬ 
fully  be  performed  by  thenf  during  regular 
hours  of  business.  Any  yustoms  officers  or 
employees  so  assigned  dnall  be  entitled  to 
rates  of  compensatio^r  axed  on  the  same 
basis  and  payable  inirne  same  manner  and 
upon  the  same  terjm  and  conditions  as  in 
the  case  of  custoiKs  officers  and  employees 
assigned  to  dut^ffn  connection  with  lading 
or  unlading  a  Jr night  or  on  Sunday  or  a 
holiday. 

“(c)  Nothjfig  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  Impair  the  existing  authority  of 
the  Treasury  Department  to  assign  customs 
officers  or  employees  to  regular  tours  of  duty 
at  niedfts  or  on  Sundays  or  holidays  when 
suclyfessignments  are  in  the  public  interest.” 
Section  5  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
r  provide  for  the  lading  or  unlading  of 
sels  at  night,  the  preliminary  entry  of 
^vessels,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved 


February  13,  1911,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C. 
267,  261) ,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence 
thereof,  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  ",  the  said  extra  com¬ 
pensation  to  be  paid  by  the  master,  owner, 
agent,  or  consignee  of  such  vessels”  in  the 
third  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  take  effect  at  twelve  o’clock  noon  of 
the  first  Monday  following  the  30th  day 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 


PUBLIC  ADDRESS  SYSTEM  FOR 
SENATE  CHAMBER 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  submit, 
for  appropriate  reference,  on  behalf  of 
myself,  the  senior  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  ,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph],  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Boggs],  a  resolution  to 
provide  for  the  installation  of  a  public , 
address  system  within  the  Senate  Cham, 
ber.  The  resolution,  a  revival  of  a  sumhfv 
effort  which  I  made  in  1957,  would  loaate 
.a  microphone  at  the  desk  of  the  Pjesid- 
Officer  and  of  each  Senator, 
debate  which  took  place  oryRfonday 
of  last  week,  in  which  a  Senator  claimed 
to  have  been  misquoted  by  tre  press  be- 
cause\ais  remarks  on  the>Benate  floor 
were  not  heard,  highlighted  an  issue'qf 
Senate  procedure  whicbr  has  long  been 
of  intereslNo  me:  th^act  that,  unlike 
the  House  onUtepressmtatives,  which  for 
many  years  ftas  hpd  a  public  address 
system  in  its  Chamber,  the  Senate  has 
no  such  systemVThe  result  is  that  often 
interesting  an/ vigorous  debate  on  the 
Senate  floor  if  completely  missed  by  the 
many  visitors  in  the  Visitors’  Gallery  and 
even  hear <ff  only  partially,  if  at  all,  by 
membe^K  the  working  press  in  the  Press 
Galleraf  In  this  age  of  electronics,  it  is 
anomalous  that  the  Senate  \iould  labor 
unt^r  such  a  disadvantage. 

fertainly  there  is  room  foNa  small 
ficrophone  at  each  Senator’s  de^k,  and 
the  controls  could  be  easily  applied^ One 
place  that  readily  comes  to'  mind  issd;he 
little  used  inkwell,  which  recalls  Bhe 
days  when  quill  pens  were  still  used  o* 
the  Senate  floor.  The  inkwells  are  orna¬ 
mental  but  not  useful  now. 

When  I  first  came  to  the  Senate  in 
1957,  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration,  I  made  an 
effort  to  bring  about  the  institution  of 
a  suitable  public  address  system  in  the 
Senate  Chamber.  The  committee  asked 
the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  to  study 
the  feasibility  of  the  plan.  The  staff  of 
the  committee  made  a  survey  of  the  then 
96  Members  of  the  Senate  and  found  that 
a  considerable  number  were  interested  in 
the  change;  also,  a  considerable  number 
were  opposed  to  any  change,  principally 
because  of  technical  difficulties  which  I 
think,  with  the  greatly  improved  state  of 
the  art  of  electronics,  can  now  be  en¬ 
tirely  eliminated. 

This  would  be  a  helpful  smaU  step  for¬ 
ward  to  bring  Senate  procedures  more 
into  line  with  the  space  age.  I  hope  the 
support  with  which  the  idea  was  greeted 
on  the  Senate  floor  a  week  ago  will  re¬ 


sult  in  early  action  by  the  Committeq^on 
Rules  and  Administration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  will  be  received  and  approximately 
referred. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  2 Ojfi  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  ojr  Rules  and 
Administration,  as  follows; 

Resolved,  That  (a)  to  iiumre  that  debates 
of  the  Senate  may  be  h^frd  in  all  parts  of 
the  Senate  chamber  tefd  in  the  galleries 
thereof,  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  autyrized  and  directed  to 
take  such  action  a^miay  be  required  for  the 
installation  and  operation  within  the  Sen¬ 
ate  chamber  of  Jk  suitable  electrical  public 
address  systen^  including  a  microphone 
placed  at  thef  desk  of  the  presiding  officer 
and  at  the  d^k  of  each  Senator. 

(b)  To  Jme  extent  authorized  by  law,  the 
expenseiyfincurred  for  the  installation  and 
operati^L  of  such  public  address  system  may 
be  defrayed  from  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
Senate. 

Ir.  JAVITS  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
^resident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
rthe  resolution  I  submitted  earlier  today 
to  provide  a  suitable  electronic  public 
address  system  in  the  Senate  Chamber 
may  lie  on  the  table  until  the  close  of 
business  on  Friday,  September  27,  for 
cosponsorship  by  other  Senators. 

I  take  the  opportunity  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact  that  the 
resoluion  has  been  submitted,  and  to  say 
to  Senators  who  are  interested  in  this 
modernization  of  the  Senate,  so  that  we 
may  be  heard — which  is  a  pretty  simple 
modernization — that  I  was  stimulated 
to  submit  it  by  the  situation  in  which 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son]  found  himself,  in  which  he  was  not 
heard.  The  resolution  is  cosponsored  by 
Senators  Williams  of  Delaware,  Smath¬ 
ers,  Clark,  Humphrey,  Randolph,  and 
Boggs,  and  I  hope  that  other  Senators 
will  join  in  the  sponsorship  of  the  reso¬ 
lution.  It  does  have  extensive  sponsor¬ 
ship,  and  therefore  there  is  hope  that  it 
may  receive  early  action.  It  is  the  kind 
of  resolution  which  should  have  the  in¬ 
terest  and  sponsorship  of  Senators  who 
are  interested. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NOTICE  OF  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND 
THE  RULE— AMENDMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION 
BILL 

Mr.  JAVITS  submitted  the  following 
notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  the  following  amendment;  namely: 

On  page  33,  line  2,  delete  the  period  and 
insert  a  semicolon  and  the  following: 

“ Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  the 
funds  appropriated  under  this  title  for  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  shall  be  used 
in  any  State  in  which  the  participants  in,  or 
beneficiaries  of,  the  programs  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  are  segregated,  or 
otherwise  discriminated  against,  on  account 
of  race,  creed,  or  color.” 
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Mr.  JAVITS  also  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to 
House  bill  6754,  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and 
to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  to,  see  the 
foregoing  notice.) 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1964— AMEND¬ 
MENT 

Mr.  RIBICOFF  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him, 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 


PROTECTION  OF  RIGHTS  OF  PUBLIC 
TO  INFORMATION  —  ADDITIONAL 
COSPONSORS  OF  BILL 
Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Moss]  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S. 
1666,  a  bill  to  clarify  and  protect  the 
rights  of  the  public  to  information. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  NOMINA¬ 
TION  OF  FRANK  KOWALSKI  TO  BE 
A  MEMBER  OF  THE  SUBVERSIVE 
ACTIVITIES  CONTROL  BOARD 
Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  I  desire  to  give  notice  that  a  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  has  been  scheduled  for 
Thursday,  October  3,  1963,  at  10:30  a.m., 
in  room  2228,  New  Senate  Office  Building, 
before  the  Subcommittee  To  Investigate 
the  Administration  of  the  Internal  Se¬ 
curity  Act  and  other  internal  security 
laws,  on  the  nomination  of  Frank 
Kowalski,  of  Connecticut,  to  be  a  meaa» 
ber  of  the  Subversive  Activities  Control 
Board,  for  term  expiring  August  9,  1966 
At  the  indicated  time  and  place  Pear¬ 
sons  interested  in  the  hearing  may  make 
such  representations  as  may  be^ier- 
tinent. 

ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS^  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTEgr  IN  THE 
APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  yiianimous  con 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  yrinted  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  WILLEMS  of  New  Jersey: 
Editorial  entltl^T  “Dirksen  Shows  States¬ 
manship  on  TeS  Ban,”  published  in  the 
Camden,  N.J.,ycourier-Post,  on  September 
19,  1963. 

Column  Sen  titled  “Banking:  Stuffy? 
Stogy? — nS,  Modern  Banking,”  written  by 
C.  Malc^m  Davis,  published  in  the  Newark 
(N.J.)  sTar-Ledger,  on  September  17,  1963. 

Ai'tSe  entitled  “General  Karge  Gets  New 
Jer.-^y  Honor,”  published  in  the  Newark 
(i^o.)  Star-Ledger,  on  September  16,  1963. 


September  21* 


By  Mr.  LONG  of  Missouri: 

Editorial  entitled  “The  Outdoors  Will  Sbon 
Be  Gone,”  published  in  the  Kansas  City  Star 
of  September  15,  1963. 

Editorial  entitled  "No  End  to  Renewal,” 
published  in  the  St.  Louis  Post-Dispatch  of 
August  31,  1963,  dealing  with  tl/  urban  re¬ 
newal  program. 

Editorial  entitled  “The  /Civil  Bights 
March,”  published  in  the  Washington  (Mo.) 
Missourian  of  September  5.4963,  dealing  with 
the  recent  civil  rights  mj/ch  on  Washington. 

By  Mr.  RANDOM 

Editorial  entitled  “Bnvided  Counsel,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Baltim/re  Evening  Sun  of  Sep¬ 
tember  21,  1963,  dyfling  with  Senator  Mans¬ 
field’s  recent  reraiarks  in  the  Senate  regard¬ 
ing  the  need  fox  a  coherent  and  unified 
American  policy  in  South  Vietnam. 

By  Mi/ McIntyre  : 

Article  e/titled  "The  President’s  Consumer 
Advisory  ^Council,”  written  by  Dr.  Helen  G. 

chairman,  Consumer  ,  Advisory 
Council,  Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  and 
!shed  in  the  Credit  World  for  September 
1966,  which  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
tpendix. 


REA  INTEREST  RATES 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  pending  now  on  the  Senate  Calendar 
H.R.  6754,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  appropriation 
bill  for  1964,  which  I  assume  will  be 
called  up  for  consideration  in  the  very 
near  future.  I  note  that  this  bill  con¬ 
tains  a  loan  authorization  for  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  in  the 
sum  of  $495  million.  This  exceeds  the 
1963  appropriation  by  $15  million. 
Frankly,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  more 
than  98  percent  of  the  rural  homes  in 
this  country  already  have  electric  serv¬ 
ice,  I  cannot  see  the  heed  for  this  large 
sum.  I  would  like  to  see  it  substantially 
reduced  and  believe  that  this  is  one  place 
in  which  the  President  could  reduce  his 
budget.  In  the  hearings  held  in  the 
House  committee  on  this  bill  and  when 
it  was  considered  by  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee,  there  were  brought  to  light  numer¬ 
ous  occasions  where  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  made  loans  in 
substantial  sums  for  purposes  of  ques¬ 
tionable  nature  and  legality.  It  is  my 
opinion  that  if  the  REA  would  confine 
its  activities  to  the  program  intended 
by  the  Congress,  this  authorization  of 
$495  million  could  be  substantially  re¬ 
duced. 

Hidden  behind  this  $495  million  au¬ 
thorization  is  a  very  substantial  windfall 
to  the  REA  in  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  be  paying  approximately  4 
percent  on  its  long-term  borrowings  and 
at  the  same  time  will  be  loaning  this 
$495  million  at  a  rate  of  2  percent,  which 
amounts  to  an  approximate  $10  million 
subsidy  to  the  REA  for  this  particular 
appropriation  alone.  The  interest  paid 
and  to  be  paid  by  the  Government  on 
money  borrowed  during  the  same  fiscal 
year  that  the  money  was  advanced  to 
REA  borrowers,  computed  on  the  basis 
of  the  same  number  of  years  as  the  ad¬ 
vances  with  interest  at  the  average  an¬ 
nual  rate  paid  by  the  Government  on 
marketable  securities  having  a  maturity 
of  10  years  or  more,  exceeds  the  inter¬ 
est  received  and  to  be  received  by  the 
Government  from  the  REA  borrowers 
during  the  period  of  their  loans  by  $863,- 
613,000.  Adding  to  this  amount  the 


administrative  cost  of  making  and  su¬ 
pervising  the  electrification  loans  ap¬ 
proved  from  the  creation  of  the  REA  in 
1935  through  June  30,  1962,  which 
amounted  to  $112,957,000,  gives  a  total 
loan  subsidy  of  $976,570,000  on  advances 
made  through  June  30,  1962.  This  loan 
subsidy  is  presently  increasing  at  a  rate 
of  approximately  $100  million  a  year,  and 
has  now  passed  the  billion-dollar  mark. 

Recently  in  an  address  supporting  the 
pending  tax  cut  bill,  which  is  anticipated 
to  increase  our  current  $7.4  billion  defi¬ 
cit  by  an  additional  $2.2  billion  for  fiscal 
1964,  the  President  pledged  a  tighter  rein 
on  Federal  expenditures  reducing  the 
deficit  estimate  for  the  current  year  and 
promising  to  keep  next  year’s  deficit  to 
a  handful  of  billions  instead  of  bucket¬ 
fuls.  I  commend  the  President  for  this 
attitude  and  wish  him  complete  suc¬ 
cess.  I  will  support  him  on  reduction 
and  curtailment  of  unnecessary  expendi¬ 
tures;  I  point  out  that  here  is  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  in  this  bill  to  substantially  reduce 
Federal  expenditures  in  a  method  that 
should  have  been  taken  long  ago. 

A  moment  ago,  I  stated  that  the  loan 
subsidy  for  the  REA  since  1936  has  passed 
the  billion-dollar  mark.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  there  be  inserted  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  table  showing 
the  interest  subsidy  accruing  to  REA 
borrowers  during  the  period  of  their 
loans. 

On  Monday,  September  16,  and 
Wednesday,  September  18,  I  filed  with 
the  Senate  two  different  motions  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rules  in  order  that  I  might  in¬ 
troduce  and  call  up  amendments  to  H.R. 
6754  dealing  with  interest  rates  for  REA 
loans.  It  is  my  intention  to  request  con¬ 
sideration  of  at  least  one  of  these  two 
motions  and  amendments  when  the  bill 
is  called  up  for  consideration. 

It  has  been  said  by  some  and  ques¬ 
tioned  by  many  more  that  an  Increase  in 
the  interest  rate  charged  the  REA  on  its 
borrowings  from  the  Treasury  would 
place  the  REA  program  in  great  jeop¬ 
ardy.  I  want  to  point  out  that  this  fear 
is  greatly  exaggerated.  The  increased 
interest  payable  due  to  increasing  the 
rate  on  new  loans  to  REA  borrowers  from 
the  subsidy  level  of  2  percent  per  year 
to  a  rate  equal  to  the  cost  for  the  money 
to  the  Government  could  be  absorbed 
by  most  of  the  REA  borrowers  without 
financial  hardship.  The  effect  of  the 
increase  on  individual  borrowers  would 
vary  as  does  the  effect  of  increases  in  any 
of  the  borrowers’  other  expenses,  such 
as  labor  and  materials.  -v 

The  1961  Annual  Statistical  Report  of 
Rural  Electrification  Borrowers,  REA 
Bulletin  1-1,  the  latest  issue  available, 
contains  a  table  of  composite  revenues 
and  expenses  reported  by  REA  borrow¬ 
ers  for  the  calendar  year  1961.  This 
table  shows  that  962  borrowers  paid  $52,- 
578,598  in  interest  on  their  long-term 
debt.  It  also  shows  their  operating  reve¬ 
nues  as  $707,477,112  and  net  margins  as 
$93,684,695  for  the  calendar  year  1961. 

From  these  official  data,  it  can  be  com¬ 
puted  that  only  7.43  percent  of  the  op¬ 
erating  revenues  of  the  REA  borrowers 
was  used  to  pay  interest  on  long-term 
debt,  and  that  after  interest  payments 
and  all  other  expenses  the  REA  borrow¬ 
ers  had  net  margins,  “profits,”  equal  to 
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13.24  percent  of  their  operating  revenues, 
which  is  more  than  1%  times  their  in¬ 
terest  payments. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  if  the  bor¬ 
rowers  could  expand  their  services  and 
improve  their  financial  positions  from 
1941  through  1943  when  they  were  pay¬ 
ing  from  21.52  to  16.61  percent  of  the 
operating  revenues  as  interest,  they  cer¬ 
tainly  should  be  able  to  continue  to  give 
good  service  and  expand, -and,  at  the 
same  time,  pay  the  Government  an  in¬ 
terest  rate  comparable  to  what  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  pays  for-  its  borrowings. 

Even  if  my  equalization  interest  rate 
amendment  is  adopted,  rural  electric  co¬ 
operatives  would  still  enjoy  a  tremendous 
tax  subsidy.  According  to  information 
from  the  1961  Annual  Statistical  Report 
of  Rural  Electrification  Borrowers,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  1960 
Statistics  of  Electric  Utilities  in  the 
United  States — Privately  Owned — issued 
by  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  the 
rural  electric  cooperatives’  tax  per  dollar 
of  revenue  amounted  to  3.2  cents,  while 
the  tax  per  dollar  of  revenue  paid  by  pri¬ 
vately  owned  class  A  and  B  electric 
utilities  was  22.8  cents,  resulting  in  a  tax 
subsidy  differential  in  favor  of  the  REA 
of  19.6  cents  per  dollar  of  revenue. 


Table  A. — Interest  subsidy  accruing  to  REA 
borrowers  during  the  period  of  their  loans 


Fiscal  year 

Advances 
to  REA 
borrowers 

Interest 

rate 

charged 

by 

REA 

Interest 
rate 
paid  by 
Govern¬ 
ment 

Interest 

subsidy 

1936 . . 

Thousands 
$823 
11, 042 

Percent 

3.00 

Percent 
2. 77 

Thousands 

$6 

1937.... . 

2.77 

2.88 

443 

1938 . . 

48, 176 

2.88 

2.73 

1,100 

1939 . . 

62,  297 

2.73 

2.69 

2,105 

1940 . . 

98,  949 

2.69 

2.46 

2,668 

1941 _ 

75, 108 

2.46 

2. 48 

3,248 

1942 . . 

58, 221 

2.  48 

2.  57 

2, 827 

1943 . 

14,  537 

2.  57 

2.67 

742 

1944 . 

18,  478 

2.67 

2.25 

871 

1945.... . 

39, 736 

2.00 

2.25 

2,205 

1946 _ 

87, 253 

2.00 

2.375 

7,312 

1947 _ 

190, 086 

2.00 

2.375 

15,929 

1948 . . 

246, 236 

•2. 00 

2.375 

20,  635 

1949.... . 

321,287 

-  2.00 

2.375 

26,923 

1950 . . 

286,  659 

'  2.00 

2. 375 

24, 021 

1951 _ 

268, 131 

2. 00 

2.  375 

22, 469 

1952 _ 

227, 574 

2.00 

2. 375 

19,  070 

1953 . . 

207,  634 

2.  00 

3.  25 

0,075 

1954 _ 

181, 529 

2.00 

3.25 

52,  522 

1955 . 

156,  742 

2.00 

3.00 

35, 862 

1956. . . 

154, 740 

2.00 

3.00 

35,404 

1957 _ 

185,  978 

2.00 

3.00 

42, 551 

1958... . 

205, 332 

2.00 

3. 50 

71,838 

1959 . . 

211,  717 

2.00 

4.00 

100, 593 

1960 . 

222,  621 

2.00 

4.25 

120, 161 

1961 _ 

183, 413 

2.00 

4.26 

98,999 

1962 . . 

195,  807 

2.00 

4.00 

93,034 

Total.. 

3, 960, 104 

863, 613 

SOURCES  AND  NOTES 


dened  by  the  sudden  death  of  our 
esteemed  colleague,  Senator  Estes  /Ke- 
fauver.  / 

I  understand  that  a  date  will  soon  be 
set  aside  by  the  majority  and/minority 
leaders  on  which  we  may  pay/tribute  in 
the  Senate  to  the  memory/of  Senator 
Kefauver  and  I,  therefore,  shall  not 
speak  at  length  today.  / 

A  very  moving  tribute  to  Senator  Ke¬ 
fauver  was  adopted  earlier  this  month 
by  the  Fifth  Constitutional  Convention 
of  the  Connecticut/Labor  Council,  AFL- 
CIO,  and  I  beliewf  one  part  of  this  reso¬ 
lution  sums  up /Very  well  the  impact  his 
life  and  his  t^ath  has  had  on  so  many 
of  us:  / 

All  of  Anrferica  and  all  of  the  organized 
labor  movement  of  this  country  is  both 
the  richer  because  of  his  lifetime  service 
to  the  .united  States  and  the  poorer  because 
of  his/sad  and  untimely  death. 

0n  behalf  of  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Connecticut,  Senator  Ribi- 
ffcoFF,  and  myself,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  this  resolution  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Resolution  on  Estes  Kefauver 


Mr.  President,  in  conclusion,  I  reiter¬ 
ate  that  I  think  that  the  REA  has  been 
a  great  benefit  to  our  Nation  and  its 
economy.  I  would  like  to  see  it  continue, 
but  since  its  principal  mission  has  been 
fulfilled,  it  should  now  carry  its  own 
weight.  It  can  do  so  and  it  Should  do 
so. 

I  have  filed  two  notices  indicating  that 

1  contemplate  offering  amendments  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  One  amendment  would 
raise  the  interest  rate  charged  by  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
from  2  to  3  percent.  The  other  amend¬ 
ment,  if  adopted,  would  raise  the  interest 
rate  from  2  percent  to  a  sum  equal  to  the 
average  rate  paid  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  borrowing  money. 

The  argument  is  being  made  that  as 
a  prerequisite  to  cutting  taxes,  expenses 
should  be  reduced.  In  my  opinion,  this 
is  one  field  in  which  that  can  be  dtftie. 

I  repeat  my  statement:  I  have  filed 
two  notices  with  the  Senate,  indicating 
that  I  contemplate  offering  amendments 
to  change  the  substantive  law  through 
an  appropriation  bill.  One  amendment, 
if  adopted,  would  raise  the  interest  rate 
charged  by  the  Federal  Government  to 
Rural  Electrification  cooperatives  from 

2  percent  to  a  level  equal  to  the  average 
rate  paid  by  the  Federal  Government  for 
borrowing  money.  If  I  am  unsuccessful 
in  having  that  amendment  adopted,  I 
shall  then  press  for  a  second  amend¬ 
ment,  which  would  raise  the  interest  rate 
from  2  to  3  percent.  This  is  one 
field  in  which  we  can  effect  a  saving  and 
thus  justify  a  tax  reduction. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  tables  revealing  operating  reve¬ 
nues  and  interest  on  long-term  debt  as 
reported  by  REA  borrowers  for  the 
calendar  year  1941  through  1961,  inclu¬ 
sive. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Advances  to  REA  borrowers:  Rural  Electrification 
Administration . 

Interest  rate  charged  by  REA— rate  charged  borrowers 
on  loans,  as  provided  for  In  Rural  Electrification  Act: 
Fiscal  year  1936-44,  computed  by  Rural  Electrification 
Administration.  Fiscal  year  1945-62,  2-percent  rate 
specifically  provided  for  in  Rural  Electrification  Act, 
as  amended. 

Interest  rate  paid  by  Government — average  rate  paid 
on  marketable  securities  having  a  maturity  of  10  years 
or  more;  does  not  include  bonds  issued  for  advance 
refundings:  Fiscal  year  1936-44,  Treasury  Department. 
Fiscal  year  1945-57,  Treasury  Department,  rounded  to 
nearest  yi  oi  1  percent.  Fiscal  year  1958-60  and  1962, 
computed  from  Treasury  Department  data  and  rounded 
to  nearest  }4  of  1  percent.  Fiscal  year  1961,  no  bonds 
having  a  maturity  o  10  years  or  mor  were  issued  during 
fiscal  year  1961  for  cash  or  in  refunding  maturing  secur¬ 
ities;  accordingly,  the  average  interest  rate  paid  during 
the  preceding  fiscal  year  (1960)  was  used. 

Detail  may  not  add  to  total  due  to  rounding. 

Table  B. — Operating  revenues  and  interest 
on  long-term,  debt  as  reported  by  REA 
borrowers 


Calendar  year 

Operating 

revenue 

Interest  on 
long-term 
debt 1 

Percent  of 
operating 
revenue 
required 
to  pay 
interest 

1941 . 

$35, 022, 071 

$7, 535, 165 

21.52 

1942 _ _ 

46, 927, 322 

8,  784,  262 

18.72 

1943 _ _ 

55,  587,  614 

9,  232, 811 

16. 61 

1944 . . 

64, 042,  574 

8, 750,  278 

13. 66 

1945 _ 

73, 102, 430 

7, 507,  266 

10.27 

1946 _ 

89, 089, 822 

8,  675, 204 

9.74 

1947 . . 

114,  787, 798 

11, 053,  861 

9.63 

1948--. . — - 

151, 434,  599 

14,  803,  674 

9.78 

1949 . — - 

196,  717, 304 

20, 132,  708 

10.23 

1950 _ 

241,  342,  540 

26, 110, 181  . 

10. 82 

1951 _ 

285, 113,  614 

30, 828,  444 

10.81 

1952 _ 

321,  407, 348 

35, 194,  683 

10.  95 

1953 _  _ 

362,  977, 101 

38,  060,  539 

10.49 

1954 _ 

408, 144,  564 

40, 397,  061 

9.90 

1955 _ 

449,  625,  847 

42,339,282 

9.42 

1956 _ 

491, 184,  729 . 

43,  561,  023 

8.871 

1957 _ 

523,  783, 014 

45, 283, 356 

8.65 

1958 _ 

563,  204,  367 

46,  814,  538 

8. 31 

1959 _ 

617,  730,  445 

48,702,279 

7.88 

1960 _  - 

663,  788, 978 

50,  938,  764 

7.67 

1961 _ 

707,  477, 112 

52, 578, 698 

7.43 

>  For  the  years  1941-51  this  item  was  reported  as  “Inter¬ 
est  expense”. 

Source:  Annual  statistical  reports  “Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Borrowers,”  published  by  Rural  Electrification 
Administration.  _ 


RESOLUTION  ON  DEATH  OF 
SENATOR  KEFAUVER 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  all  Sen- 
,tors  in  the  Senate  were  deeply  sad- 


WRereas  death  has  taken  from  our  midst 
Senator  Estes  Kefauver,  of  Tennessee,  a  man 
who  served  his  country  with  unusual  dedica¬ 
tion,  tremendous  devotion,  and  unequalled 
patriotism;  and 

Whereas  Estes  Kefauver  was  a  true  hu¬ 
manitarian,  a  firm  disciple  of  democracy,  a 
defender  of  consumer  interests,  and  a  warm 
and  abiding  friend  of  labor;  and 

Whereas  all  of  America  and  all  of  the  or¬ 
ganized  labor  movement  of  this  country  is 
both  the  richer  because  of  his  lifetime  service 
to  the  United  States  and  the  poorer  because 
of  his  sad  and  untimely  death:  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  this  Convention  of  the  Con¬ 
necticut  State  Labor  Council  express  its  great 
admiration  for  the  contribution  which  Estes 
Kefauver  made  to  the  commonwealth  of  the 
American  people,  and  to  the  level  of  per¬ 
formance  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  its  sorrow 
at  the  foreshortening  of  his  illustrious 
career;  and  that  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
sent  to  the  family  of  Senator  Kefauver,  and 
to  our  two  Senators  from  Connecticut  for 
transmittal  to  the  U.S.  Senate. 


rEN.  FRANCIS  S.  GREENLIEF, 
1EPUTY  CHIEF,  NATIONAL  GUARD 

:eau 

Mr\HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the  re¬ 
cent  appointment  of  Brig.  Gen.  Francis 
S.  Greenhef,  of  Hastings,  Neb.,  as  dep¬ 
uty  chief  \f  the  National  Guard  Bureau 
is  a  well-merited  recognition  of  this  fine 
officer’s  service  to  the  National  Guard. 

He  follows  another  Nebraskan,  Maj. 
Gen.  Butler  B.  Miitonberger  into  the  top 
ranks  of  the  Guard.  General  Milton¬ 
berger,  who  is  now \etired  and  living  in 
North  Platte,  Nebr.,Vas  the  first  chief 
of  the  National  Gua^d  Bureau  after 
World  War  II. 

Interestingly,  General  bheenlief  who 
began  his  military  career  as^a  private  23 
years  ago,  served  under  General  Milton- 
berger’s  command  in  that  warand  won 
a  Silver  State  for  gallantry  at\?t.  Lo, 
France. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  Con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  some 
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jipgraphical  notes  on  General  Green-' 
liefe  career. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bio¬ 
graphical  notes  were  ordered  to  be 
printedSin  the  Record,  as  follows: 

GeneraTCreenlief  began  his  military  career 
in  CompanV  G,  134th  Infantry  as  a  private 
in  July,  194tL  and.  entered  active  Federal 
Service  with  t\at  company  on  December  23, 
1940.  He  competed  the  Infantry  Officer 
Candidate  SchooNat  Fort  Benning,  Ga„  and 
was  appointed  a  se&smd  lieutenant  on  August 
25,  1942.  His  first  assignment  as  an  officer 
was  with  the  2d  Studant  Training  Regiment 
at  Fort  Benning,  Ga„  Vad  he  was  promoted 
to  first  lieutenant  on  iWy  18,  1943,  while 
in  that  assignment.  In  February  1944,  he 
was  assigned  as  a  platoon  leader  in  Company 
L  of  the  134th  Infantry  at>Camp  Butner, 
N.C.,  and  left  with  that  unit  nor  the  Euro¬ 
pean  Theater  of  Operations  in  Mav  1944.  On 
July  30,  1944,  he  became  commanomg  officer 
of  Company  L  and  was  promoted  tcV-aptain 
on  August  21,  1944.  His  combat  service  was 
with  that  unit  and  he  participated  i\  the 
Normandy,  Northern  France,  Rhineland, ind 
Ardennes  campaigns.  In  July  1945,  he 
assigned  as  commanding  officer,  Company 
422d  Infantry.  In  August,  1945,  he  arrived' 
back  in  the  United  States  and  was  released 
from  active  duty  at  Fort  Benning,  Ga.,  on 
January  5,  1946. 

Following  World  War  II,  General  Greenlief 
was  in  business  in  Hastings,  Nebr.,  for  2  years. 
He  remained  a  Reserve  officer  unassigned,  un¬ 
til  November  3,  1947,  when  he  rejoined  the 
134th  Infantry  Regiment,  Nebraska  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard.  From  February  1948  to  Feb¬ 
ruary  1949  he  was  S-3  of  the  regiment.  Dur¬ 
ing  this  time  from  June  1948  he  served  as 
assistant  adjutant  general  of  Nebraska  until 
appointed  staff  assistant  for  the  34th  In¬ 
fantry  Division  in  1949.  On  February  12, 
1949,  he  was  promoted  to  major  and  was 
assistant  chief  of  staff  and  assistant  G-4  of 
the  34th  Infantry  Division,  promoted  to 
lieutenant  colonel  on  Sepembter  21,  1953,  and 
to  colonel  on  July  1,  1957.  He  successively 
filled  the  positions  of  G-4  and  chief  of  staff 
of  the  34th  Infantry  Division  until  he  re¬ 
turned  to  active  duty  in  the  National  Guard 
Bureau. 

In  addition  to  the  Silver  Star,  General 
Greenlief  was  awarded  the  Bronze  Star,  the 
Purple  Heart  with  three  oak  leaf  clusters,  the 
Combat  Infantry  Badge,  the  Croix  de  Guerre 
Avec  Etole  de  Vermeil,  and  the  European- 
African-Middle  Eastern  Campaign  Medal 
with  four  bronze  stars. 

While  a  student  at  the  University  of 
Nebraska,  he  was  a  guard  on  Nebraska’s  1940 
Rosebowl  football  team. 

General  Greenlief,  who  is  a  graduate  of  th< 
Army’s  Command  and  General  Staff  Collej 
at  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans.,  has  dedicatechfill 
his  adult  life  to  the  professional  career  of 
a  soldier,  both  in  active  Federal  serving  and 
a  full-time  guard  status. 

General  Greenlief  was  born  in  listings, 
Nebr.,  on  July  27,  1921,  the  son  an  a  World 
War  L  guardsman,  now  deceased.  Ale  married 
Miss  Mavis  Burt  in  1941.  They  now  have 
six  children  and  reside  at  5V01  North  10th 
Street,  Arlington,  Va.  h/  mother,  Mrs. 
Florence  Prewett,  lives  inyHastings,  Nebr. 

PRESIDENT  KENNEDY  OWES  NA¬ 
TION  CANDORr  IN  FEDERAL  EM¬ 
PLOYMENT  Figures 

Mr.  HRUSIfcft.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
President  ofyt'he  United  States  has  one 
overriding  Obligation  it  is  to  be  candid 
with  the  American  people. 

President  Kennedy  has  been  consider¬ 
ably  l^s  than  candid  in  his  repeated  as- 
sertifift  that  Federal  civilian  employ¬ 


ment  has  been  growing  at  a  rate  slower 
than  the  national  population. 

He  made  this  statement  at  a  press  con¬ 
ference  last  April  24.  At  the  time  I 
pointed  out  that  since  he  took  office  the 
population  growth  had  been  3.36  per¬ 
cent  while  civilian  employees  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  had  increased  by  5.65 
percent. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  in  last  week’s 
radio  and  television  plea  for  support  of 
the  tax  bill,  Mr.  Kennedy  again  said: 

Those  who  are  opposed  to  this  bill  talk 
about  skyrocketing  Federal  employment 
when,  in  fact,  we  have  steadily  reduced  the 
number  of  Federal  employees  serving  every 
1,000  people  in  the  country.  In  fact,  there 
are  fewer  Federal  civilian  employees  today 
than  there  were  10  years  ago. 

The  President  is  correct  in  the  last 
statement,  but  he  improperly  takes  credit 
for  the  fact  that  in  each  of  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  years,  there  was  a  reduction  in  the 
number  of  Federal  civilian  employees. 
In  all,  the  Eisenhower  administration 
reduced  the  number  by  201,000. 

Mr.  Kennedy,  in  2  y2  years,  has  come 
tose  to  wiping  out  that  reduction;  he 
has  added,  as  of  July  31,  the  last  dat< 
forNyhich  figures  are  available,  166, 3j 
new  jtos. 

But  rt  will  not  be  long  before  the  Ifen- 
nedy  adnunistration  will  have  surpassed 
the  recordSeet  by  President  Truman.  In 
his  appropriations  request  for  tnis  fiscal 
year,  the  Present  is  asking  ior  a  total 
of  2,582,320  Federal  civilian*  employees 
in  the  executive  manch.  TRis  represents 
28,000  more  jobs  *han  ware  filled  when 
Mr.  Truman  left  offis^e,  dnd  230,000  more 
than  when  General  Btfsenhower  left  of¬ 
fice. 

President  Kennedy  \rgues  that  a 
growing  population  requiiVsand  justifies 
a  growing  Federal  payroll,  \n  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  years,  tins  country  hacla  popula¬ 
tion  increaseyof  more  than  20  rmfiion,  but 
nonetheless^  the  Republican  admmistra- 
tion  was  imle  not  only  to  hold  tme  line, 
but  actually  to  reduce  the  total  civilian 
employment  by  more  than  200,000  jobs. 

Iiytead  of  talking  about  what  hi 
happened  in  the  past  10  years,  President 
jnnedy  should  confine  himself  to  what 
fas  happened  in  his  administration. 
rThe  facts  are  not  hard  to  determine. 
Each  month  the  Joint  Committee  on  the 
Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal  Ex¬ 
penditures  publishes  a  complete  report, 
based  on  information  supplied  by  Mr. 
Kennedy’s  own  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies. 

Taken  with  Census  Bureau  estimates, 
these  figures  show  that  the  population 
growth  since  Mr.  Kennedy  came  to  office 
has  been  3.9  percent  while  civilian  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  executive  branch  have 
increased  by  more  than  7  percent. 

As  to  the  President’s  comparison  of  the 
number  of  employees  per  1,000  popula¬ 
tion,  the  actual  facts  are  these:  When  he 
came  to  office,  there  were  1.29  employees 
per  1,000.  Now,  the  figure  is  1.33  per 
1,000. 

These  figures  are  available  to  the 
President.  In  addressing  the  Nation,  he 
should  not  blur  the  facts.  Mr.  Kennedy 
talks  about  the  past  10  years  instead  of 
the  period  for  which  he  is  responsible. 


The  American  people  have  a  right  tOj 
expect  more  of  him. 

ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR  MOSS/BE¬ 
FORE  UTAH  RETIRED  TEAQHERS . 

ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  my 
colleague  the  distinguished  Junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Mossysince  coming 
to  the  Senate  has  consistently  supported 
programs  recognizing  tj/e  need  for  im¬ 
provements  in  education.  Last  Tuesday 
in  Salt  Lake  City  heJLddressed  the  Utah 
Retired  Teachers  Association  with  re¬ 
marks  I  believe  yfould  be  called  to  the 
attention  of  alj  and  I  therefore  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  his  speech  be 
printed  in  thoCRECoRD. 

There  bdng  no  objection,  the  address 
was  order/G  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follov 

Speechjof  Senator  Frank  E.  Moss,  of  Utah, 

Ansvai  Meeting  of  Utah  Retired  Teach¬ 
er^  Association,  Salt  Lake  City;  Utah, 
eptember  17,  1963 

it  is  with  great  personal  pride  and  satis¬ 
faction  that  I  speak  to  you  here  today — 
'as  the  son  of  Jimmy  Moss,  who  dedicated 
his  life  to  the  highest  ideals  of  your  teach¬ 
ing  profession — and  I  thank  you  for  inviting 
me  to  participate  in  your  annual  meeting. 

I  have  only  the  highest  praise  for  the  re¬ 
tired  teachers  who  have  contributed  so  much 
to  the  building  of  fine  citizens,  in  a  role 
second  only  to  that  of  the  parent,  and  at  so 
little  pay. 

I  know  most  of  you  must  struggle  now 
to  make  both  ends  meet.  I  hardly  think 
this  is  the  way  a  great  nation  should  treat 
its  retired  teachers.  Among  the  problems 
facing  you  and  all  other  retired  citizens  is 
the  high  cost  of  medical  care  which  sky¬ 
rockets  year  by  year. 

We  must  provide  a  program  of  health  in¬ 
surance  under  social  security — a  pay-as-you 
go  plan — so  that  our  retired  citizens  will 
not  be  haunted  by  the  specter  of  medical 
and  hospital  expenses  that  could  exhaust 
their  income  and  rob  them  of  the  dignity 
of  self-support. 

In  the  Senate  last  week  we  passed  the 
Health  Professions  Education  Assistance  Act 
of  1963.  Opponents  of  the  health  insurance 
legislation  did  not  fight  this  bill.  I  feel  it 
is  inconsistent  for  an  organization  to  say 
“We  take  Federal  money  to  aid  us  in  build¬ 
ing  our  medical  schools  but  oppose  hospital 
are  for  the  aged,”  which  is  one  of  the 
largest  costs  in  retirement. 

Social  security  is  just  like  the  hospitaliza¬ 
tion  ^fhich  we  propose — it  is  financed 
through  a  national  pool.  At  the  time  social 
security 'was  provided  by  act  of  Congress, 
its  opponents  said  grass  would  grow  on 
Broadway.  Nl  was  on  Broadway  a  short  time 
ago  and  if  Broadway  needs  anything  today 
it  is  a  blade  of  grass. 

From  the  Broadway  of  today  let  me  flick 
back  the  pages  at  history  and  remind  you 
it  is  most  appropriate  that  you  meet  here 
on  this  17th  day  el  September,  when  we 
mark  the  176th  anniversary  of  the  signing 
of  the  Constitution  of 'Uie  United  States. 

The  delegates  to  the  (institutional  Con¬ 
vention,  in  a  period  from  ntay  to  September 
1787,  forged  a  system  of  government  which 
has  been — and  is — the  beacomjight  of  free¬ 
dom  to  the  people  of  the  worl 

Here  in  Utah  most  of  us  ^e  proudly 
Mormon,  but  that  Constitution  gftae  us  full 
religious  freedom  here  as  well  as  ttorough- 
out  the  Nation.  We  live  by  and  weiespect 
the  Constitution  of  these  United  Stati  be¬ 
cause  it  offers  us  the  shield  of  freedom' 

Without  that  Constitution,  without  tl^e 
Government  that  has  developed  because  ot 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Sens.  Proxmire  and 
Douglas  criticized  and  Sen.  Young  (N.D.)  defended\eported  negotiations  for  sale 
of  wheat  to  Russia.  Senate  subcommittee  voted  to  report  bill  to  establish  Water 

>  Pollution  Control  Administration.  Sen.  Humphrey  commanded  work  of  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service.  Sen.  Morse  commended  forest  timber  saleX program.  Senate  committee 
voted  to  report  bill  to  expand  vocational  education  pro-am.  Rep.  Findley  opposed 
expanding  agricultural  /ade  with  Russia.  House  passed  tax  reduction  bill.  House 
received  conference  reobrt  on  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill. \  Sen.  Neuberger  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed  l/ll  to  expand  meat  inspection  and  to  permit  cooperation  with 
State  services. 
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SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  6754 
(pp.  17067,  17075-109).  Sens.  Holland  and  Humphrey  discussed  the  propriety  of 
certain  REA  loans  and  the  language  in  the  committee  report  regarding  the  making 
of  such  loans.  rSen.  Humphrey  stated  that  "unless  the  loan  policy  follows  the 
language  we  have  outlined,  the  administration  can  expect  to  have  more  severe 
limitations  and  language  in  the  forthcoming  year."  Sen.  Holland  expressed  hope 
that  "the  REA  Administrator  will  confine  himself,  in  handling  section  5  loans, 
to  fields  more  nearly  in  accord  with  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  act." 

(pp.  17084-97). 

Sen*  Williams  (Del*)  charge  of  CCC  losses,  pp.  17106-9 
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WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Special  Subcommittee  on  Air  and  Water  Pollution  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee  "approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with 
amendments  S.  649,  establishing  within  the  Department  of  Health,  Education^ 
ilfare  a  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration.”  p.  D747 


md 


3.  EDUCATION;  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  voted  to  report  (butydid  not 
actually  report)  with  amendments  H.  R.  4855,  to  increase  the  authorization  for 
•  grants  to  States  for  vocational  education  programs  (pp.  D746-7).  Sens.  Morse 
and  Keatrng  commended  the  action  of  the  committee  (pp.  17049-50). 


4.  FOREIGN  TRADE*:  MARKETING.  Passed  as  reported  S.  Con.  Res.  19, 


7. 


9. 


"bourbon  whisRey"  a  distinctive  product  of  the  United  States., 


designate 
pp.  17068-9 


5.  WHEAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sens  Proxmire  and  Douglas  criticized/and  Sen.  Young  (N.D.) 
defended  reported^taegotiations  for  the  sale  of  U.  S.  wheat  to  Russia.  Sen. 
Proxmire  stated  thaW  if  the  U.  S.  is  in  a  peaceful  economic  contest  with  Russia 
to  win,  ’’helping  the\oviet  economy  to  solve  its  greatest  economic  weakness  is 
not  the  way  to  do  it. "\  Sen.  Douglas  stated  that  it ywas  discouraging  ”to  find 
that  the  very  groups  whi^h  have  been  most  vehemeht/erbally  against  communism,  _ 
are  now  insisting  that  weNtrade  with  Russia  for  boeir  profit,”  and  urged  that 
"the  administration  seek  congressional  approval/for  such  action  instead  of 
jamming  it  through  by  administrative  action."/ Sen.  Young  (N.D.)  stated  that 
"We  are  accomplishing  no  purpo^£  whatever,  as  I  see  it,  by  refusing  to  sell  to 
Russia  and  her  satellites  when  all  of  our  aft  lies  provide  them  with  all  the  food 
and  industrial  equipment  they  nee)i.”  pp/l  7045-6 


6.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  commended  the  tiWb€r  sales  program  of  the  forest  Service 
and  inserted  a  letter  from  Secretary/Preeman  to  the  National  Lumber  Manufac¬ 
turers  Assoc,  reviewing  recent  progresranade  in  timber  sales  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Forest  Service.  pp./l7063-: 


SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  fche  work  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  reviewed  how  the  service  ’’has  develo^d  into  the  finest  agency  of  its 
kind  in  the  world,”  and  inserted  a  summary  of  b^e  responsibilities  of  SCS. 
pp.  17058-60 


8.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Mundt  urfged  additional  appropriation^  for  this  Department  to 
expand  utilization  research  to  discover  new  uses  forVgricultural  products, 
reviewed  recent  progress  in  such  research  activities,  and  inserted  tables 
comparing  expenditures  for  utilization  research  and  production  research, 
pp.  17109-113 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states,  that  the 
'Agriculture/and  Forestry  and  Foreign  Relations  Committees  met\nformally  in 
executiveysession  to  discuss  the  matter  of  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  abroad  and  that  it  "was  announced  that  these  committees  will  meet 
to  disouss  this  matter  further  on  Tuesday,  October  1,  at  which  timk  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  Freeman,  Secretary  of  Commerce  Hodges,  and  Under  Secretary  of 


Statre  Ball  will  be  present."  p.  D745 


10. 


FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Miller  commended  the  work  of  a  private  organization  in\.owa, 
Self  Help,  Inc.,  in  donating  farm  machinery  to  under -developed  nations  to 
assist  in  increasing  agricultural  production  and  inserted  an  editorial, 
"Foreign  Aid  Overdue  for  Overhaul."  pp.  17047-8 

Sen.  Lausche  criticized  continued  foreign  aid  to  Yugoslavia,  p.  17052 
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States  in  1963.  This  does  not  include 
Canadians  or  Mexicans,  who  are  treated  sep- 
V-ately  because  border-crosser  statistics  tend 
to^mbalance  the  totals.  Expenditures  in  the 
Umted  States  by  these  750,000  visitors,  plus 
theiX  fare  payments  to  U.S.  carriers,  ap¬ 
proaches  the  half-billion  dollar  mark.  That's 
big  business.  True,  it  isn’t  big  enough,  be¬ 
cause  in  Vie  same  period  U.S.  citizens  travel¬ 
ing  abroadWill  be  spending  about  $1*4  bil¬ 
lion  more.  ^5ut  the  encouraging  thing  is 
that  travel  tXthe  United  States,  up  a  dra¬ 
matic  49.2  perofcnt  in  just  2  years,  shows  a 
far  greater  percWtage  rise  than  U.S.  travel 
abroad  and  for  wmt  matter  it  is  a  much 
greater  percentagewise  than  international 
travel  has  shown  Bo  other  destinations. 
USTS  does  not  take  s^glehanded  credit  for 
such  dramatic  increase^-rather,  it  points 
with  pride  to  the  fact  thaWvisit  U.S.A.,”  and 
its  accomplishments  are  the  result  of  close 
cooperation  among  Government,  States,  cities 
and  industry.  X 

Most  important  of  all,  we  havW  just  begun 
to  scratch  the  surface  of  our  potential.  Mil¬ 
lions  of  people  in  dozens  of  countries  are 
now  enjoying  the  fruits  of  postwar  ^gnomic 
recovery.  They  have  a  home  and  they  Wave  a 
car — now  they  want  to  see  the  world.  UV  the 
nine  major  countries  representing  our  great¬ 
est  travel  potential,  more  than  80  perceW 
of  those  asked  in  a  scientifically  conducted 
poll  said  if  time  and  distance  were  no  prob¬ 
lem,  they  would  like  most  to  see  the  United 
States.  Thus  we  can  become  a  reality  for 
millions  of  new  visitors.  For  a  real  switch, 
we  can  be  the  picturesque  natives  for  people 
to  photograph. 

Alaska — with  the  magic  that  its  very  name 
imparts  to  people  around  the  world — can  be 
the  gateway  for  untold  numbers  of  these 
new  visitors.  Around  the  world  we  are  find¬ 
ing  so  many  thousands  who  want  to  see  a 
live  Indian  or  a  live  Eskimo  that  these  alone 
could  give  Alaska  travel  a  major  blood  trans¬ 
fusion.  Add  to  these  the  thousands  who 
would  revel  in  Mount  McKinley,  Katmai,  and 
Glacier  Bay.  Throw  in  the  thrill  of  your 
incredible  waterways,  paralleled  by,  the  Ma¬ 
rine  Highway  which  already  has  exceeded  the 
fourth  year  projection  of  its  travel  volume. 
Tell  of  your  great  open  spaces,  the  scenic 
wonders,  your  colossal  bears  and  fighting 
salmon,  and  you  impel  the  attention  of  mil¬ 
lions  who  are  wedged  into  cities  and  suburbs 
of  the  four  corners  of  the  earth. 

Let’s  use  the  best  U.S.  sales  imagination 
to  do  the  job.  Your  Alaska  exhibit  at  the 
Seattle  World’s  Fair  was  excellent,  especially 
its  rendition  of  the  Northern  Lights.  Th<n 
estimated  80  million  visitors  to  the  New  Yo/ 
World’s  Fair  should  all  thrill  to  the  eyi n 
better  Alaska  story  there.  Let’s  take  pages 
from  the  books  of  such  other  countnres  as 
Britain,  Ireland,  and  Holland  on  hour  to  at¬ 
tract  Alaska  stopoffs  by  people  tr:ufeling  in 
transit.  Within  your  budget,  aiyf  ours,  we 
can  cooperatively  project  the  Jflaska  story 
around  the  world,  backed  up  amh  the  hard 
facts  about  getting  here,  cosfts  and  accom¬ 
modations,  and  flavored  witJC  the  excitement 
and  romance  of  polar  nights  and  arctic  love. 

Let’s  give  “Visit  U.S.AJr  and  “Visit  Alaska” 
our  very  best.  They  darerve  it — and  we  can¬ 
not  fail.  Because  w<^tre  selling  the  world’s 
greatest  product— /e  United  States  of 
America.  / 


[From  the  An/orage  (Alaska)  Daily  Times, 
/ Sept.  20,  1963] 

Travel  Dirbctor  Pledges  Aid  for  Gateway 
/  Plan 

Voit  Onlmore,  Director  of  the  U.S.  Travel 
Servicaf  pledged  the  Greater  Anchorage 
Charsroer  of  Commerce  board  of  directors  to- 
dai^iis  office  will  do  everything  possible  to 
channel  foreign  travelers  to  the  United  States 
imrough  “the  Alaska  gateway.” 
f  Anchorage  is  in  an  extremely  favorable 
position  to  benefit  from  the  world  tourism 


boom  that  is  now  underway  and  will  be  en¬ 
hanced  when  the  Japanese  Government  lifts 
its  ban  on  Japanese  travel  abroad,  he  said. 

“You  have  a  tremendous  opportunity 
here — the  jet  age  and  you  are  hand  in  hand,” 
Gilmore  said. 

He  told  the  chamber  board  and  guests  he 
favors  the  idea  of  an  international  recep¬ 
tion  center  at  Anchorage  International  Air¬ 
port — which  would  tell  foreign  visitors  at 
their  first  stop  in  the  United  States  what 
there  is  to  see  in  the  Nation,  give  them  some 
indication  of  what  America  is  like. 

“You  need  a  great,  big  flag  flying  at  An¬ 
chorage,”  he  said. 

Gilmore  also  suggested  that  Anchorage  and 
Alaska  might  benefit  from  establishment  of 
a  free  port  here — where  cigarettes,  liquor, 
and  Alaska  products  would  be  available  to 
foreign  visitors  duty  free. 

“The  free  port  idea,  I  would  hope,  would 
be  on  your  priority  list,”  he  said. 

He  offered  the  chamber  board  some  star¬ 
tling  statistics  concerning  the  flow  of  foreign 
visitors  through  Anchorage.  In  1962,  he  said, 
66,359  travelers  entered  the  United  States 
through  Anchorage.  This  represented  a  28- 
percent  jump  over  1961. 

Gilmore  said  his  office — created  2  years  ago 
at  the  suggestion  of  bankers,  travel  firm^ 
and  airlines — has  as  an  objective  the  proir/ 
tion  of  foreign  travel  to  the  United  Stater 

Americans  do  more  traveling  abroad yflian 
Versons  of  other  countries  and  this  has  gone 
fW  to  create  a  deficit  in  the  U.S.  btJunce  of 
payments,  he  said.  / 

TlWre  have  been  recommendations  that 
AmeriWin  travel  abroad  he  curtailed  or  that 
a  limit\be  placed  on  the  amoffint  of  money 
they  canVpend  abroad  to  cjfange  this  pic¬ 
ture,  he  saW.  A 

He  said  foreign  tourist  j<romotion  must  be 
promoted  offset  Jtrnerican  spending 

abroad — “to  turn  the  tpqrist -dollar  around.” 

Tourism  is  th^wo]td’s,biggest  industry,  a 
$7.5  billion-a-year  jfdustry,  he  said.  “Alaska 
has  an  enormous  in  this  thing.” 


OR^ER  OP  BUSINESS 

Mr.  SMOTHERS.  mK  President,  in 
view  of/he  statement  made  previously 
by  th/ible  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Rus/ll]  that  prior  to  consideration  of 
th/)epartment  of  Agriculture  appropri- 
ajnon  bill  he  wanted  a  live  quorunv  I  now 
Suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum^and  I 
ask  that  the  attaches  give  notice  tb  all 
Senators  that  it  will  be  a  live  quorum^ 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  TOe 
clerk  will  call  the  roll.  ^ 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 
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Stennls  Tower  Yarborough  / 

Symington  Walters  Young,  N.  D&k. 

Talmadge  Williams,  Del.  / 

Thurmond  Williams,  N.J.  / 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  North  Da/ta  [Mr. 
Burdick],  the  Senator  fror/ Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senato/rom  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson],  th/3enator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mt./cGee],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  /ir.  Metcalf],  the 
Senator  from  Wis/isin  [Mr.  NelsonI, 
and  the  Senator  f/m  Ohio  [Mr.  Young] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle]  is  absent  be¬ 
cause  of  illness. 

Mr.  DIRfKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator/rom  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska] 
and_  tl/Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scotch  are  absent  on  official  business. 

Tj!fe  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
KycHEL]  is  necessarily  absent. 

/The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
Quorum  is  present. 
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Fong 

McIntyre 

Anderson 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Bartlett 

Goldwater 
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Bayh 

Gore 

Miller 
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Gruening 

Mdnroney 

Bennett 

Hart 

Morse 

Bible 

Hartke 

MortTqn 

Boggs 

Hayden 

Moss-. 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Mqndtr 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hill 

Muskie 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Cannon 

Humphrey 

Pastore 

Carlson 

Inouye 

Pearson 

Case. 

Javits 

Pell  ’  ' ' ' 

Church 

Johnston 

Prouty 

Clark 

Jordan, Idaho 

Proxmire  , 

Cooper 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Randolph 

Cotton 

Keating 

Ribicoff 

Curtis 

Kennedy 

Robertson 

Dirksen 

Lausche 

Russell 

Dominick 

Long,  Mo. 

Saltonstall 

Douglas 

Long,  La. 

Simpson 

Eastland 

.  Magnuson 

Smathers 

Edmondson 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair 
lay  before  the  Senate  the  unfinished 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  un¬ 
finished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  my  colleague,  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land],  be  recognized  in  his  own  right, 
to  present  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  discuss,  rather  briefly,  consid¬ 
ering  the  immense  number  of  details  in 
the  bill,  the  provisions  of  H.R.  6754,  the 
annual  supply  bill  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies.  I 
shall  make  a  statement  concerning  some 
of  the  programs  financed  in  the  bill. 

Most  people  are  aware  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  activities  of  this  Depart¬ 
ment  to  American  agriculture  and  to 
the  American  farmers.  Without  min¬ 
imizing  this  aspect  of  the  Department’s 
activities,  it  is  important  to  emphasize 
that  the  programs  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  also  make  significant  and 
substantial  contributions  to  all  segments 
of  our  domestic  economy — to  consumers, 
to  industry,  to  trade,  and  to  the  welfare 
of  the  general  public.  In  addition  to 
the  domestic  aspects  of  the  Department’s 
program,  the  Department  also  , plays  an 
important  role  in  the  foreign  policies  of 
this  great  Nation. 

American  agriculture  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  an  outstanding  success 
in  terms  of  efficient  production  and  in  its 
contribution  to  the  continuing  growth 
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of  our  economy.  Our  people  eat  well, 
and  that  diet  takes  a  smaller  share  of 
the  consumer’s  income  than  anywhere 
else  in  the  world.  But  that  efficiency 
makes  it  difficult  to  maintain  and  im¬ 
prove  incomes  for  farm  families  so  that 
they  may  participate  with  the  rest  of 
the  Nation  in  rising  standards  of  living 
that  are  associated  with  the  American 
way  of  life.  The  proper  use  of  our  re¬ 
sources  of  food  and  fiber  will  continue 
to  be  a  key  factor  in  the  economic  fu¬ 
ture  of  our  country. 

It  is  not  going  too  far  to  say  that  the 
immense  productive  capacity  of  our  Na¬ 
tion  is  our  “ace  in  the  hole”  in  our  deal¬ 
ings  with  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  that 
the  productiveness  of  American  agricul¬ 
ture  is  a  marvel  to  most  of  the  rest  of 
the  world.  The  people  of  other  nations 
do  not  understand  how  a  nation  having 
a  population  approaching  190  million 
can  continue  to  produce  food  and  fiber 
for  the  use  of  its  people  and  still  have 
large  supplies  to  pass  on  to  other  nations 
of  the  world,  particularly  to  friendly  na-_ 
tions.  In  particular,  they  do  not  under-- 
stand  how  it  is  that  we  have  been  re¬ 
quired  to  reduce  our  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  by  so  many  million  acres  in  re¬ 
cent  years,  and  still  continue  to  have 
more  than  we  need  for  our  own  con¬ 
sumption.  America’s  agricultural  pro¬ 
ductive  capacity  is  one  of  the  great 
marvels  of  the  world  at  this  time. 

To  meet  the  problems  which  still  con¬ 
front  agriculture  and  the  Nation  and  to 
prepare  to  deal  with  new  problems  that 
constantly  arise  in  the  complex  world 
in  which  we  live,  adequate  financing 
must  be  provided  to  carry  out  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

In  recent  years,  the  magnitude  of  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill  has  in¬ 
creased  greatly.  In  large  part,  this  is 
due  to  the  cost  of  the  farm  program,  and 
to  the  foreign  assistance  programs,  for 
which  reimbursement  appropriations  are 
made  each  year. 

In  total,  the  bill  before  the  Senate 
recommends  appropriations  of  $6,046,- 
738,340.  This  is  a  net  increase  of  $67,- 
281,340  over  the  bill  as  it  came  from  the 
other  body;  and  the  bill  as  reported  is 
$39,138,430  over  the  appropriations  for 
1963  and  $322,016,660  under  the  esti¬ 
mates  considered  for  fiscal  year  1964. 

REIMBURSEMENT  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  large  amounts  carried  in  the  bill 
under  titles  III  and  IV  are  to  reimburse 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
program  costs  and  realized  losses.  For 
realized  losses  incurred  for  price  sup¬ 
port  and  related  farm  program  costs  in 
fiscal  1962,  $2,699,400,000  is  provided. 
This  is  $100  million  under  the  estimate 
and  $199,400,000  over  the  House.  These 
program  costs  have  already  been  in¬ 
curred  and  this  appropriation  is  needed 
to  restore  the  capital  structure  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Under  title  IV  of  the  bill  are  financed 
the  foreign  aid  and  assistance  program 
activities.  The  total  amount  carried  in 
the  bill  for  these  purposes  is  $1,721,667,- 
000.  The  legislative  authorization  for 
each  of  these  programs  provides  that  the 
cost  of  operations  be  financed  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  borrow¬ 
ing  authorization,  and  that  appropria¬ 


tions  be  made  to  reimburse  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  all  costs  incurred.  For  the  past 
3  years  Congress  has  been  providing  ad¬ 
vance  appropriations  for  the  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  programs,  and  that  is  what  is 
proposed  in  the  pending  measure. 

Tlie  specific  amounts  recommended 
to  the  Senate  for  title  IV — foreign  assist¬ 
ance  programs- — are  as  follows : 

Title  I  of  Public  Law  480 — Sales  for 
foreign  currencies,  $1,252  million. 

Title  II  of  Public  Law  480 — Emergency 
famine  relief,  $215,451,000. 

Title  IV  of  Public  Law  480 — Long-term 
supply  contracts,  $79  million: 

Expenses  of  the  International  Wheat 
Agreement,  $92,356,000. 

Expenses  for  bartered  materials  for  the 
supplemental  stockpile,  $82,860,000. 

The  committee  has  reduced  the 
amount  under  the  budget  estimate  for 
advance  reimbursement  appropriations 
for  title  I  of  Public  Law  480  by  $200 
million  and  has  provided  the  amounts  in 
budget  estimates  for  the  other  items, 
making  a  total  reduction  of  $167,377,000 
under  the  House  bill  for  these  items. 

The  reason  for  our  reduction  is  that 
we  have  noted  from  prior  years’  opera¬ 
tions  that  there  is  always  a  considerable 
carryover.  This  year  there  is  a  consider¬ 
able  carryover,  and  we  feel  that  the 
amount  which  we  are  providing  for 
title  I  activity — that  is,  for  sales  for  for¬ 
eign  currencies — will  prove  to  be  ade¬ 
quate.  If  that  does  not  prove  to  be  the 
case,  a  supplemental  bill  will  be  intro¬ 
duced  shortly  after  the  first  of  the  year. 

REGULAR  DEPARTMENTAL  ACTIVITIES 

The  funds  required  £or  regular  activi¬ 
ties  and  credit  agency  programs  of  the 
Department  are  carried  in  titles  I  and  II 
of  the  bill.  The  committee  recommends 
a  total  appropriation  of  $1,618,461,340 
for  these  several  items  of  appropriations. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $34,998,340  over 
the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  othffr  body, 
but  is  $22,016,660  under  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates. 

The  committee  has  included  a  number 
of  increases  over  1963  for  increased  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Department  on  a  fiscal 
year  basis — and  in  the  committee  report 
directs  the  Department  to  withhold  from 
use  in  1964  that  portion  of  such  increased 
activities  applicable  to  the  period  July  1, 
1963,  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
1964  Appropriation  Act. 

To  describe  that  situation  further,  the 
Senate  is  aware  that  almost  all  of  the 
agencies  of  the  Government  have  been 
proceeding  under  the  resolutions  which 
have  taken  the  place  of  the  regular  ap¬ 
propriation  bills.  The  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  provides  a  number  of 
increases  on  the  basis  of  a  full  fiscal  year. 
The  committee  has  directed  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  withhold  from  use  in  this  fiscal 
year  that  portion  of  such  increased  activ¬ 
ities  applicable  from  July  1  to  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Florida 
yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  '  If 
3  or  4  months  of  appropriations  are  taken 
care  of  by  the  resolutions,  the  amounts 
will  be  proportionately  deducted  or 


changed  for  the  respective  programs  or 
agencies. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  This  provision  will 
apply  only  to  appropriations  for  increased 
activities  and  does  not  apply  to  amounts 
in  continuing  resolutions  already  avail¬ 
able  for  1963. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
appreciate  that  statement.  That  was 
my  understanding.  I  want  to  make  it 
clear. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  is  completely  clear.  I  am 
glad  he  makes  the  point  additionally 
clear. 

The  committee  felt  that  the  long  lapse 
of  time  between  the  beginning  of  the 
present  fiscal  year  and  the  beginning  of 
some  of  the  new  programs  or  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  old  programs  was  so  great  that 
unless  that  lapse  of  time  were  taken  into 
account,  we  could  very  properly  be 
charged  with  both  oversight  and  extrava¬ 
gance  in  some  cases. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  In 
addition,  there  would  be  a  saving  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  the  appropriations  that 
would  not  be  needed  and  would  not  have 
to  be  used. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  At  any  rate,  Congress  will  do  its 
part  in  dealing  with  a  troublesome  mat¬ 
ter  of  this  kind  if  it  includes  a  provision 
of  the  type  I  have  indicated.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

The  subject  of  pay  costs  involves  one 
of  the  principal  points  of  difference  be¬ 
tween  our  version  of  the  bill  and  the- 
House  version.  So  I  hope  Senators  will 
consider  it  carefully. 

I  note  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  is  in  the 
Chamber;  and  I  wish  to  say  that  in  con¬ 
nection  with  all  of  these  technical  mat¬ 
ters  there  has  been  the  fullest  discussion 
between  the  minority  and  the  majority; 
and  as  between  the  two  sides  of  the  aisle, 
I  believe  there  is  no  difference  at  all  in 
point  of  view  or  in  approach  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  matter. 

In  fact,  as  I  recall  the  motion  was 
made  by  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt],  and 
was  unanimously  agreed  to  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  believe  that  no  other  bill 
involves  less  partisan  politics  than  this 
one.  We  have  studied  it  carefully;  and 
every  possible  avenue  of  savings  has  been 
carefully  considered.  I  believe  the  com¬ 
mittee  has,  on  the  whole,  done  a  good 
job. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  that  comment.  I  agree  completely 
with  him.  I  wish  to  state,  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  was  present  throughout 
the  hearings;  he  attended  them  re¬ 
ligiously,  as  did  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  ;  and  I  am  extremely  indebted 
to  the  Senator  for  his  faithful  attend¬ 
ance  and  for  his  careful  consideration 
of  all  these  problems.  I  agree  with  his 
statement  that  neither  in  the  subcom- 
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mittee  nor  in  the  full  committee  was 
there  the  slightest  partisan  difference  of 
opinion  in  connection  with  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

PAT  COSTS 

Mr.  President,  the  House  committee 
report  proposed  the  absorption  from  zero 
to  40  percent  in  mandatory  pay  costs  in 
the  various  appropriation  items  through¬ 
out  the  bill.  These  increases  for  pay 
costs  are  a  result  of  the  pay  legislation 
enacted  a  year  ago  which  provided  for 
two  increments  of  increase.  The  first 
increment  was  effective  October  1,  1962, 
and  the  second  increment  is  effective 
January  1,  1964.  So  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  in  acting  upon  this  matter,  has 
in  large  measure  restored  the  proposed 
amounts  required  for  the  second  incre¬ 
ment  of  the  pay  costs 

In  other  instances,  program  increases 
described  in  the  House  committee  report 
were,  in  part,  negated  by  the  proposed 
reductions  necessary  to  absorb  the  man¬ 
datory  pay  costs.  The  Department  had 
absorbed  41  percent  of  the  increased  pay 
costs  in  the  fiscal  year  1963.  Again,  I 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  was  not 
necessary  to  absorb  a  full  year’s  pay  cost 
last  year,  because  the  pay  bill  first  be¬ 
came  effective  in  October.  For  fiscal  year 
1964,  the  increased  pay  costs  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $41,912,189.  The  Department 
absorbed  an  estimated  $8,249,194,  and 
requested  appropriations  for  pay  costs 
totaling  $33,662,995,  of  which  $26,651,160 
was  provided  in  the  House  version  of  the 
bill.  The  committee  has  voted  to  re¬ 
store  House  reductions  totaling  $7  mil¬ 
lion,  in  several  appropriation  items 
throughout  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  we  felt  that  this  was  in 
complete  fairness  to  the  agencies;  and 
that  since  we  had  voted  these  pay  costs, 
and  since,  by  our  action  this  additional 
increment  was  to  fall  on  the  agencies 
this  year,  therefore,  to  completely  over¬ 
look  that  fact  and  to  require  as  great 
an  absorption  of  that  increase  as  the 
version  of  the  bill  which  came  to  us  from 
the  other  body  required,  would  be  un¬ 
realistic  and  unfair  to  many  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  which  these  agencies  are  required 
to  administer. 

PAYMENTS  FOR  EXTENSION  AND  COOPERATIVE 
STATE  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

The  bill  carries  an  appropriation  of 
$70  million  for  payments  to  States  and 
to  Puerto  Rico  for  extension  work.  This 
amount  represents  an  increase  of  $6,- 
410,000  over  the  1963  appropriation.  The 
committee  has  voted  to  provide  this  in¬ 
crease,  so  as  to  make  available  through 
the  calendar  year  1964  the  Federal  share 
of  the  cost  of  the  pay  increases  under 
the  general  pay  legislation  enacted  by 
the  last  Congress — for  which  one  incre¬ 
ment  of  increase  was  effective  last 
October,  and  the  second  increment  will 
be  effective  next  January. 

In  other  words,  in  considering  this 
joint  program  of  extension  work — partly 
paid  for  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
partly  paid  for  by  the  States  and  the 
counties — the  committee  felt  that  the 
Federal  part  of  the  increases  required 
in  order  to  cover  the  pay  costs  that  would 
accrue  within  this  period  should  cer¬ 
tainly  be  provided  in  this  bill;  and  that 
is  what  we  have  proposed. 


Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Florida 
yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  That 
point  was  discussed  a  great  deal  by  all 
of  the  agencies  of  all  of  the  States  that 
have  any  agricultural  programs  at  all. 
They  could  not  possibly  have  met  the 
situation  unless  this  provision  had  been 
made,  because — as  the  Senator  from 
Florida  pointed  out  a  short  time  ago — • 
Congress  put  the  pay  increases  into  ef¬ 
fect,  and  there  was  nothing  they  could 
do  about  it.  So  I  do  not  see  how  we 
could  afford  not  to  provide  the  money 
that  is  required  by  the  action  we  took. 
That  is  exactly  what  your  committee  has 
done.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct.  We 
voted  to  provide  the  Federal  part  of  the 
pay  costs  in  connection  with  the  im¬ 
portant  Extension  Services — that  is  to 
say,  for  the  county  agents,  the  home 
demonstration  workers  and,  of  course, 
the  workers  on  the  higher  levels  in  each 
State.  We  believe  it  is  only  fair  and 
just  that  we  do  provide  that  part  of  the 
State  costs  under  a  pay  increase  pro¬ 
gram  which  we  had  voted. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Florida  for  his 
comment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  payments  to 
States  for  cooperative  research  under  the 
Federal  grant  program,  the  bill  carries 
$42,883,000.  This  is  an  increase  of  $3,- 
500,000  over  the  1963  appropriation  of 
funds  distributed  under  the  regular 
formula;  and,  in  addition,  $1  million  is 
provided  to  initiate  a  program  of  grants 
for  cooperative  forestry  research,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  Public  Law  87-788,  approved 
October  10,  1962.  This  amount  is  the 
same  as  that  requested  in  the  estimate 
and  voted  by  the  House. 

As  in  the  case  of  Extension  Service 
workers,  the  increase  over  the  1963  ap¬ 
propriation  is  recommended  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  providing  the  Federal  share  un¬ 
der  the  pay  legislation  for  cooperative 
State  experiment  station  workers  for  the 
full  calendar  year  1964. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  quite  clear  why 
the  same  philosophy  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Jordan]  has  just  now  said  is  ap¬ 
plicable  to  workers  in  the  extension 
service  also  applies  to  workers  in  the 
joint  Federal-State  experimental  sta¬ 
tion,  because  they  are  employed  under 
the  joint  auspices,  and  are  paid  in  part 
with  funds  coming  from  the  Federal 
Government,  and  in  part  by  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  by  the  States.  So  we  have 
voted  to  include  an  amount  adequate  to 
cover  the  Federal  share  of  that  pay  in¬ 
crease,  which  was  voted  for  cooperative 
State  experimental  station  work. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Reserch  Service  is  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  coordination  of  research 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  administers  the  largest  research  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Department.  It  conducts 
a  wide  range  of  research  dealing  with 
production,  nutrition,  consumer  use  re¬ 
search,  utilization  research  and  develop¬ 


ment,  and  is  responsible  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  oversea  research  financed  un¬ 
der  sections  104(a)  and  104  (k)  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480.  It  also  conducts  a  wide 
variety  of  cooperative  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams  dealing  with  plant  and  animal 
disease  and  pest  control,  and  adminis¬ 
ters  the  meat  inspection  program. 

The  total  appropriations  recommended 
for  these  activities  is  $189,259,450,  a  net 
increase  of  $10,399,700  over  the  1963  ap¬ 
propriations  and  a  net  increase  over  the 
House  of  $7,671,450. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  commend  the  Senator 
for  his  diligence  in  handling  the  bill  this 
year  as  in  past  years  and  his  wide  in¬ 
terest  in  the  subject  of  agriculture  and 
in  agricultural  research. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  wish  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senator  the  remarks  of 
my  colleague  [Mr.  Hrtjska]  as  shown  on 
page  883  of  the  Senate  committee  hear¬ 
ings,  and  also  the  language  contained  in 
the  House  committee  report.  I  wish  to 
ask  the  following  question:  Does  the 
Senator  understand  that  the  bill  would 
appropriate  funds  for  the  continued  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Scottsbluff,  Nebr.,  experi¬ 
ment  station  at  the  current  level  through 
the  present  fiscal  year? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  bill  very  definite¬ 
ly  does  cover  such  funds.  The  Senator 
will  find  that  item  covered  specifically  in 
the  report  of  the  House  committee;  and 
the  amount  is  retained  by  the  Senate 
committee. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  Senator  to  ask  this  body  to  concur 
in  what  the  House  provided? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  the  intention  of 
our  committee  to  recommend  concur¬ 
rence.  I  know  of  no  move  whatever  to 
refuse  concurrence.  The  program  is  a 
very  fine  one,  and  one  which  our  com¬ 
mittee  wishes  to  continue.  We  wish  to 
uphold  the  arm  of  the  House  in  providing 
funds  for  its  continuance. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  comment. 

For  research  programs  conducted  by 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service  the 
committee  provides  $91,811,700  by  direct 
appropriation.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$1,257,700  over  the  estimate  and  $2,633,- 
330  under  the  amount  proposed  in  the 
House  bill. 

The  House  bill  consolidated  the  mar¬ 
keting  research  budget  estimates  and 
appropriations  totaling  $6,550,000  under 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

The  consolidation  proposed  in  the 
House  bill  included  the  regular  market¬ 
ing  research  program,  for  which  $4,950,- 
000  was  appropriated  in  1963  under 
“marketing  research  and  service,”  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service,  and  $1,600,- 
000  carried  in  the  budget  estimate,  1964, 
under  the  head  “construction  of  facili¬ 
ties.”  The  House  committee  had  ap¬ 
proved  $400,000  of  $1,600,000  proposed 
for  a  national  peanut  marketing  facility 
and  allocated  the  remaining  $1,200,000 
to  various  production  and  related  re- 
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search  activities.  The  Department  ap¬ 
pealed  the  proposed  action  by  the  House, 
and  the  committee  has  restored  these 
amounts  totaling  $6,550,000  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service. 

In  other  words,  the  committee  does 
not  agree  with  the  change  in  organiza¬ 
tion  and  administration  proposed  by  the 
House  committee,  but  the  committee 
upheld  the  appeal  of  the  Department 
and  restored  the  funds  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service  which  had  been 
transferred  by  House  action,  or  by  the 
provisions  of  the  House  bill  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service. 

The  committee  has  also  approved  as 
a  part  of  the  appropriation  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service,  “marketing 
research  and  service,”  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $1,600,000  to  construct  the 
Peanut  Marketing  Research  Laboratory. 
In  order  to  allay  the  fears  of  those  who 
have  in  the  past  opposed  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  this  laboratory,  the  committee 
inserted  a  provision  in  the  bill  and  in 
the  committee  report  which  provides — 
and  the  quoted  words  appear  both  in 
the  bill  and  in  the  report — 

That  research  investigations  undertaken 
at  the  National.  Peanut  Quality  Evaluation 
Laboratory  must  be  truly  national  in  scope 
and  must  give  equivalent  treatment  to  the 
different  types  of  peanuts  produced  and 
marketed  in  the- major  peanut-producing 
areas. 

We  believe  that  provision  makes  very 
clear  that  the  new  peanut  laboratory 
will  be  a  national  institution,  and  must 
take  into  consideration  national  needs. 
It  must  give  equal  consideration,  and 
treatment  to  those  segments  of  the  pea- 
nut-producing  industry  which  are  found 
in  various  States,  which  in  many  in¬ 
stances  produce  different  types  of  pea¬ 
nuts,  and  which  have  different  conditions 
with  which  to  deal. 

RESEARCH  COORDINATION 

The  committee  shares  the  view  of  the 
House  committee  that  research  should 
be  well  coordinated — not  only  among 
agencies  within  the  Department,  but 
also  between  the  Department  and  the 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations. 
The  committee  report,  beginning  on  page 
4,  deals  in  general  terms  with  the  future 
needs  of  the  agricultural  research  pro¬ 
gram,  including  the  need  to  define  re¬ 
search  activities  uniformly  and  to  es¬ 
tablish  and  maintain  a  standard  system 
of  research  classification  for  programs 
conducted  by  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

I  am  sure  that  Senators  are  familiar 
with  the  fact  that  there  have  been 
charges — sometimes  substantiated  in 
whole  or  in  part — that  there  has  been 
unnecessary  duplication,  and  therefore 
unnecessary  loss  of  time  and  expense,  in 
connection  with  certain  research  proj¬ 
ects.  The  committee  feels  that  that 
should  not  be  allowed  to  continue.  We 
would  hope  to  find  that  the  Department 
itself  had  already  initiated  the  effort  to 
deal  with  that  problem.  We  wish  to  call 
attention  to  that  fact  without  any  ques¬ 
tion  whatever,  and  to  show  our  approval 
of  that  procedure. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  general 
interest  evidenced  by  members  in  agri¬ 
cultural  research,  I  request  that  the 
committee  report  on  pages  4,  5,  and  the 


first  paragraph  on  page  6  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

■  There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Agricultural  Research  Program 

The  program  of  agricultural  research  has 
developed  over  the  past  100  years.  It  is  a 
partnership  arrangement  of  Federal,  State, 
and  industry  research  covering  a  wide  range 
of  research  programs,  including  production, 
nutrition,  new  and  improved  uses  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  economic  research, 
entomology,  soil  and  water  conservation,  and 
related  research  investigations.  The  success 
of  this  long-term  joint  research  effort  has 
made  our  agricultural  technology  preemi¬ 
nent  in  the  world  today.  Under  this  nation¬ 
ally  oriented  and  centrally  directed  and 
coordinated  research  program,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  works  in  close  harmony  with  the  States 
to  meet  present  and  future  research  needs 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  a  healthy 
and  vigorous  agricultural  industry.  Within 
this  bill  are  carried  the  appropriations  for 
the  various  research  program  activities  of  the 
Department  and  for  the  payments  to  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations. 

Within  the  Department,  there  is  assigned 
to  the  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  the  responsibility  for  coordi¬ 
nating  the  research  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  The  Research  Administrator  utilizes 
a  research  council,  comprised  of  key  research 
agency  officials,,  to  assist  him  in  discharging 
his  assigned  responsibilities  for  research  co¬ 
ordination.  Research  project  proposals  are 
submitted  by  the  appropriate  agency  for 
approval  of  the  research  coordinator.  Since 
it  was  established  in  1948,  the  central  project 
-  office  has  served  as  the  coordination  center 
for  project  clearance  and  control  for  the  vari¬ 
ous  research  agencies  within  the  Department. 
This  system  of  coordination  appears  to  func¬ 
tion  adequately,  but  there  is  a  continuing 
need  for  improvement,  in  clarifying  the  re¬ 
search  objectives  among  research  agencies 
and  for  improving  the  coordination  and  cor¬ 
relation  of  research  program  activities  within 
the  Department. 

The  national  agricultural  research  program 
needs  to  be  strengthened  to  meet  the  future 
needs  of  agriculture  and  of  our  growing 
population.  Better  means  must  be  found  for 
controlling  diseases  and  coping  with  insect 
pests.  Deficiencies  in  our  knowledge  of  hu¬ 
man  nutrition  have  become  apparent  and 
are  in  need  of  accelerated  research  investiga¬ 
tion.  Much  greater  emphasis  needs  to  be  put 
upon  developing  new  uses  for  commodities 
and  for  the  development  of  substitute  crops. 
Many  soil  and  water  research  problems  re¬ 
main  unsolved.  More  emphasis  needs  to  be 
placed  upon  the  marketing,  storage,  and  han¬ 
dling  of  agricultural  commodities  as  they 
move  from  the  producer  into  consumer 
hands.  Accelerated  research  in  these  and 
other  areas  will  produce  the  answers  which 
are  needed  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  agri¬ 
cultural  production,  and  to  develop  new  uses 
for  surplus  crops,  as  well  as  to  provide  new 
processing  methods  and  product  develop¬ 
ment  opportunities  for  all  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

Specifically,  the  committee  believes  that 
every  effort  should  be  made  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service,  in  collaboration  with 
the  land-grant  colleges,  to  strengthen  the 
systematic  and  continuous  review  of  the  re¬ 
search  programs,  including  project  reviews, 
to  make  certain  that  worthwhile  projects  are 
undertaken  and  that  current  project  investi¬ 
gations  are  phased  out  upon  completion  or 
discontinued  when  they  show  no  useful  re¬ 
sults.  It  is  evident  that  there  is  further 
need  to  refine  the  classification  of  research 
programs  as  between  Federal  and  State  pro¬ 
grams  in  order  that  there  be  a  similar  classi¬ 
fication  of  the  subject-matter  fields  of  re¬ 
search  between  Federal  and  State  programs 


for  more  accurate  reporting  of  the  scope  of 
research  by  types  and  the  expenditures  by 
major  classifications.  A  better  and  more 
consistent  classification  of  research  activity 
should  also  result  in  more  efficient  use  of 
personnel  and  research  facilities,  and  in  the 
orderly  redirection  of  research  activity. 

The  Federal  effort  is  devoted  primarily  to 
research  problems  of  national  and  regional 
nature,  with  the  State  programs  concentrat¬ 
ing  upon  instrastate,  and  some  regional 
projects.  The  Federal  Department’s  research 
activity  embodies  273  different  locations  and 
the  States  have  a  total  of  421  locations.  At 
many  of  these  locations,  both  Federal  and 
State  employees  are  working  together  in  joint 
endeavor.  Many  of  the  Federal,  and  un¬ 
doubtedly  some  of  the  State,  facilities  are 
inadequate  or  outmoded  to  serve  present  and 
future  research  requirements.  The  commit¬ 
tee  believes  that  the  modernization  and  ex¬ 
pansion  of  research  facilities  are  of  im¬ 
portance  and  should  proceed  in  an  orderly 
and  systematic  fashion.  Most  research  pro¬ 
grams  are  of  long-term  duration,  and  it  is 
usually  more  efficient  and  less  costly  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  central  facilities  where  a  con¬ 
certed  program  can  be  undertaken  than  to 
dispense  funds  to  a  number  of  locations  with 
resultant  inefficiency  and  lack  of  proper  co¬ 
ordination.  In  recent  years,  the  Congress 
has  provided  the  funds  for  new  or  modern¬ 
ized  research  facilities  to  intensify  research 
in  entomology,  soil  and  water  conservation, 
livestock,  poultry  diseases,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  Additional  facilities  are  urgently 
needed  to  strengthen  these  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  to  carry  forward  the  long-term  agri¬ 
cultural  research  program  activities. 

The  committee  believes  that  a  modest  ex¬ 
pansion  of  research  contracts  and  grants 
should  be  undertaken  as  a  supplement  to 
the  existing  research  programs  carried  out 
by  the  Department  and  by  the  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations.  Contracts  and  grants  should 
be  limited  to  specific  needs  of  a  short-term 
nature  where  such  contracts  can  be  under¬ 
taken  by  qualified  organizations  or  agencies 
without  setting  into  motion  a  further  com¬ 
petition  for  the  limited  supply  of  qualified 
scientists,  such  as  has  already  occurred  in 
other  Government  research  program  activi¬ 
ties. 

The  committee  requests  each  research 
agency  of  the  Department  to  provide  it  with 
a  resume  on  research  contracts  or  grants  en¬ 
tered  into  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1964. 
This  summary  shall  set  forth  the  following: 
Name  and  location  of  contractor  or  grantee; 
term  and  cost  of  contract  or  grant;  demon¬ 
strated  research  capability  of  contractor  or 
grantee;  extent  of  present  research  staff 
and  salaries  paid;  expenditures  for  and 
source  of  any  additional  research  specialists 
required  to  conduct  the  contract  or  grant, 
including  the  annual  salaries  proposed  for 
such  personnel;  the  requirements  in  the 
contract  for  progress  reporting  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  and  provision  made  for  a  final  report 
on  research  results;  the  estimated  cost  to 
the  agency  and  to  the  contractor  for  admin¬ 
istrative  and  technical  support  costs;  re¬ 
quirements  in  the  contract  for  disposition  of 
facilities  or  equipment  purchased  by  the 
contractor  in  order  to  perform  the  contract; 
together  with  related  pertinent  information. 

The  committee  is  concerned  about  the 
portion  of  research  funds  used  for  adminis¬ 
trative  and  program  support  costs.  These 
costs  should  be  held  to  the  minimum  con¬ 
sistent  with  efficient  research  management. 
The  committee  requests  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  obtain  information  on  the 
administrative  and  program  support  costs  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  in  the 
land-grant  colleges  and  universities  and  the 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations.  He 
is  requested  to  report  on  his  findings  on  such 
costs,  including  research  conducted  by  con¬ 
tracts  and  grants,  to  the  committee  by  next 
January  31.  The  Secretary  is  also  requested 
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to  report  upon  the  impact  that  pending 
legislative  authorizations  for  accelerated 
soil  and  water  research  may  have  upon  the 
existing  research  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  is  advised  by  the  Department 
that  responsibility  for  research  coordi¬ 
nation  within  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  already  been  assigned  to  the 
Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service.  As  stated  in  our  com¬ 
mittee  report  on  pages  6  and  7 — 

Under  departmental  administrative  regu¬ 
lations  (ch.  2,  sec.  3,  subsec.  115),  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  is  currently  assigned  the  function  of 
research  coordination  for  all  research  agen¬ 
cies  within  the  Department.  This  coordina¬ 
tion  responsibility  includes  the  examination 
and  analysis  of  proposed,  and  ongoing  re¬ 
search,  the  review  and  approval  of  projects 
or  proposals  prior  to  their  initiation,  to¬ 
gether  with  providing  advice  and  in  consult¬ 
ing  with  heads  of  Department  research  agen¬ 
cies  on  program  planning.  He  also  has  the 
responsibility  to  report  upon  research  and 
to  make  recommendations  to  the  Secretary 
on  departmental  research  programs. 

The  committee  believes  that  greater  em¬ 
phasis  should  be  given  to  the  coordination 
of  specific  commodity  research  programs. 
For  example,  all  research  dealing  with  the 
effect  of  machines  upon  cotton  fiber  should 
be  better  coordinated  and  the  results  of  in¬ 
dependent  research  investigations  by  proj¬ 
ect  workers  at  different  locations  should  be 
better  correlated.  The  Department  has  ad¬ 
vised  the  committee  that  it  has  undertaken 
a  review  of  closely  allied  research  activi¬ 
ties  and  will  report  on  its  findings  and 
make  its  recommendations  t®  the  respective 
Committees  on  Appropriations. 

Our  committee  had  come  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  this  step  was  necessary,  but 
we  were  happy  to  learn  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  had  already  undertaken  a  review 
of  the  need  for  closer  correlation  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  its  research  investigations 
within  and  among  the  respective  re¬ 
search  programs.  Our  recommendation 
'  goes  further,  and  would  require  not  only 
improved  coordination  of  programs 
within  the  Department  itself,  but  also 
includes  activities  carried  on  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Federal-State  experiment 
stations,  so  that  any  duplication  and 
undue  expense  could  be  avoided. 

The  committee  has  included  in  the  bill 
increases  for  several  research  projects 
totaling  $2,456,200  as  listed  on  pages  7 
and  8  of  the  committee  report.  It  has 
provided  $1,445,000  as  proposed  in  the 
budget  request  for  the  staffing  of  new 
research  laboratories — an  increase  of 
$245,000  over  the  House  bill — and 
recommends  $177,500  for  accelerating 
watershed  hydrology  research,  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  budget  request,  but  denied 
by  the  House. 

UTILIZATION  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

As  the  bill  came  from  the  House  there 
was  a  provision  included  to  transfer  up 
to  $5  million  of  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  funds  to  conduct  research  on 
the  cost  of  production  of  surplus  crops — 
primarily  cotton,  and  other  surplus  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  one  of  the  very 
distinctive  changes  in  the  bill  we  recom¬ 
mend,  from  the  approach  taken  by  the 
House :  In  lieu  of  the  House  proposal  the 


committee  recommends  that  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $35  million  be  made  available  from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds 
primarily  for  the  expansion  of  utilization 
research  and  development,  for  which  a 
detailed  program  was  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
pursuant  to  Senate  Resolution  415  of  the 
87th  Congress,  2d  session.  This  report 
has  been  printed  as  Senate  Document  No. 
34,  and  the  body  of  the  report  outlines 
and  highlights  the  research  program 
contemplated  under  the  action  taken  by 
the  committee. 

I  could  not  fail  at  this  stage  to  give 
credit  to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young],  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  for  their 
great  interest  in  this  subject.  This  item 
was  placed  in  the  bill  last  year  by  the 
committee.  The  Senate  will  recall  the 
difficulties  which  confronted  it  in  con¬ 
ference.  This  year  we  have  had  the 
benefit  of  the  able  and  detailed  report 
transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  pursuant  to  our  resolution  of  the 
87th  Congress.  That  report  has  been 
printed  in  the  past  few  days  on  motion 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell]  and  approved  by  the  Senate, 
as  Senate  Document  No.  34. 

The  Senate  committee  amendment 
also  provides  for  acceleration  of  research 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  production  on  cotton 
and  other  surplus  commodities,  as  con¬ 
templated  by  the  Department  under  the 
House  provision. 

For  the  information  of  the  Senate,  I 
request,  Mr.  President,  that  the  state¬ 
ment  from  the  Senate  committee  report 
on  pages  9  to  11 — under  the  heading 
“utilization  research  and  development” — 
be  included  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Utilization  Research  and  Development 

The  committee  has  included  a  provision  in 
the  bill  to  authorize  the  use  of  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  funds  to  institute  an  ex¬ 
panded  research  program  of  utilization  re¬ 
search  and  development.  The  action  by  the 
committee  is  designed  to  carry  out  the 
strengthening  of  utilization  research  as  out¬ 
lined  in  the  report  to  the  Congress  on  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  and  development  in  response 
to  Senate  Resolution  415,  87th  Congress,  2d 
session,  and  also  to  carry  out  intensive  re¬ 
search  to  decrease  the  cost  of  production  of 
surplus  crops. 

The  productive  capacity  of  American  agri¬ 
culture  has  placed  us  agriculturally  at  the 
forefront  of  the  nations  of  the  world.  But 
our  successes  in  agricultural  production  are 
offset  in  substantial  measure  by  our  inability 
to  use  profitably  a  sizable  fraction  of  what 
we  produce,  requiring  much  of  our  agricul¬ 
tural  production  to  be  channeled  into  Gov¬ 
ernment  storage  or  disposal  abroad  at  a  cost 
to  the  Nation  of  billions  of  dollars  each  year. 
It  is  increasingly  evident  that  we  need  most 
urgently,  practical  means  for  expanding  our 
capacity  to  utilize  farm  commodities.  It  is 
also  evident  that  to  accomplish  this  we  need 
to  intensify  our  research  to  find  and  develop 
new  and  expanded  uses  and  markets  for  these 
surplus  commodities. 

For  more  than  20  years,  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  has  been  conducting  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  utilization  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  to  find  new  food,  feed,  and  industrial 
uses  for  surplus  farm  products.  Utilization 
research  contributes  to  alleviation  of  sur¬ 


pluses,  to  increasing  farm  income,  to  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  rural  industries,  and  to  the 
variety  and  utility  of  products  available  to 
the  consumer.  It  devises  new,  less  costly, 
more  attractive,  and  more  nutritious  foods; 
it  seeks  significant  new  industrial  uses;  it 
shields  the  farmers’  existing  outlets  in  in¬ 
dustry  against  invasion  by  synthetics;  it  is 
directed  to  expansion  of  all  farm  markets, 
foreign  and  domestic.  Utilization  research 
is  contributing  to  the  solution  of  three  other 
major  problems  confronting  American  agri¬ 
culture  today;  the  problem  of  undercon¬ 
sumption;  the  problem  of  conservation  and 
resource  use;  the  problem  of  opportunities 
for  farm  and  rural  people. 

This  research,  though  limited,  has  been 
very  successful  in  providing  additional  mar¬ 
kets  for  commodities  that  otherwise  would 
have  further  contributed  to  the  expensive 
Government  storage  and  disposal  programs. 
In  fact,  according  to  statements  by  depart¬ 
mental  officials,  the  benefits  to  the  Nation’s 
economy  in  recent  years  have  amounted  to 
$25  for  each  dollar  spent  on  utilization  re¬ 
search. 

Utilization  research  has  made  lasting- im¬ 
pressions  on  our  economy  and  the  way  we 
live.  For  example,  improved  processing 
technology  made  soybeans  a  major  source  of 
oil  for  food  and  industrial  uses  and  of  pro¬ 
tein  for  expanding  the  Nation’s  livestock 
and  poultry  industries.  Wash-and-wear 
cottons  halted  the  inroads  by  snythetic  fibers 
on  cotton  markets.  Tallows  and  greases  that 
lost  their  traditional  markets  in  soap  were 
made  into  plastics  and  feeds.  Frozen  orange 
juice  concentrate  and  instant  potatoes  revo¬ 
lutionized  the  processing  and  distribution 
of  these  foods.  There  have  also  been  many 
less  tangible  benefits  from  utilization  re¬ 
search,  such  as  the  large-scale  commerciali- 
zation’of  penicillin;  the  development  of  dex- 
tran  as  a  blood  plasma  extender;  and  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  process — if  we  ever  need  it — 
of*removing  radioactive  strontium  90  from 
milk. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  present 
level  of  utilization  research  is  inadequate  to 
provide,  as  promptly  as  needed,  the  means  for 
the  practical  alleviation  of  our  surplus  prob¬ 
lems.  It  also  believes  that  the  achievements 
of  utilization  research  in  the  past  forecast 
the  promise  that  intensification  of  this  re¬ 
search  holds  for  the  future.  It  was  for  these 
reasons  that  the  Senate  asked  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  last  year,  in  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  415,  “to  submit  to  the  Director  of  the 
Budget  and  to  the  Congress  *  *  *  the  most 
effective  program  available  for  research  to 
discover  new  uses  for  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties;  and  *  *  *  to  limit  this  program  to  items 
costing  not  in  excess  of  $35  million  per  an¬ 
num  above  current  allowances  for  1963  for 
utilization  research  to  discover  new  uses  for 
agricultural  commodities.”  This  report  has 
been  received.  It  proposes  to  expand  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  in  various  ways.  Utilization  re¬ 
search  would  be  increased  at  once  across  a 
broad  front.  Since  there  is  very  limited  room 
for  expansion  in  the  Department’s  present 
facilities,  approximately  half  of  the  new 
funds  in  the  first  2  years  would  be  used  to 
collaborate  with  universities  and  other  pub¬ 
lic  and  private  institutions  through  con¬ 
tracts,  grants,  and  cooperative  arrangements. 
This  would  both  intensify  the  research  effort 
and  broaden  the  base  of  participation  in  this 
vitally  important  field  of  agricultural  re¬ 
search. 

Nearly  half  of  the  increase  in  the  first  2 
years  would  be  used  to  construct  and  enlarge 
urgently  needed  facilities.  As  the  proposed 
construction  is  completed,  research  in  the 
Department’s  facilities  would  be  increased 
from  approximately  $21  to  $44  million  a  year. 
Work  outside  the  Department  would  be  in¬ 
creased  from  about  $3  to  $15  million  a  year. 
The  first  year’s  increase  would  be  devoted  to 
nearly  200  different  projects.  Special  em¬ 
phasis  would  be  placed  on  cereals,  cotton. 
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and  animal  products.  Substantial  increases 
would  be  allotted  to  work  on  wool,  oilseeds, 
fruits  and  vegetables,  tobacco,  sugar,  naval 
stores,  and  new  replacement  crops.  In  sub¬ 
sequent  years,  additional  opportunities  for 
developing  expanded  markets  for  these  and 
other  commodities  would  be  exploited. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  proposal  for  increasing  its  utilization 
research  effort  is  realistic  and  reasonable.  It 
believes  that  the  detailed  research  plans  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  Department’s  report  have  ex¬ 
cellent  potential  and  promise  for  prompt 
culmination  in  developments  that  will  pro¬ 
vide  substantial  economic  markets  for  major 
surpluses.  The  committee  recommends  that 
the  increased  funds  for  utilization  research 
and  development  be  allocated  with  consider¬ 
able  discretion  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  essentially  as  proposed  in  the 
Department’s  report  in  response  to  Senate 
Resolution  415,  including  the  construction 
and  staffing  of  research  facilities,  agree¬ 
ments,  and  contracts  with  private  organiza¬ 
tions  and  firms,  and  such  other  steps  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  a  generally  acceler¬ 
ated  research  program.  In  carrying  forward 
its  utilization  research  program  appropriate 
consideration  should  be  given  to  research  in¬ 
vestigations  on  grapes  and  grape  products, 
including  wine. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  the  judgment  of 
the  members  of  the  subcommittee,  which 
has  been  expressed  over  a  period  of  sev¬ 
eral  years — and  it  has  been  the  judgment 
of  the  legislative  committee  which  deals 
with  agriculture,  as  well  as  the  judgment 
of  many  other  Senators — that  the  re¬ 
search  program  for  developing  better 
uses  of  farm  products  is  lagging,  and 
that  one  of  the  answers  to  our  surplus 
problems  lies  in  this  field.  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  this  not  only  because  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  in  terms  of  money,  since  it  involves 
$35  million,  as  recommended  for  this 
year — much  of  which  would  not  be  for 
recurring  items — but  particularly  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  if  the  Senate  committee’s 
efforts  is  approved  by  the  Senate  itself 
and  then  the  Senate  succeeds  in  that 
effort,  we  shall  have  launched  a  program 
of  far-reaching  importance.  I  believe 
it  will  go  a  long  way  toward  helping  to 
solve  troubling  surplus  problems. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  appropriately 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate  the 
fact  that  this  appropriation  of  $35  mil¬ 
lion  is  a  considerable  amount  of  money, 
but  it  is  small  in  comparison  to  the  huge 
amounts  of  money  involved  in  the  sur¬ 
pluses  the  Federal  Government  is  carry¬ 
ing. 

Researchers  who  have  gone  into  this 
subject  believe  that  many  new  uses  can 
be  found  for  our  surplus  products.  If 
this  can  be  done,  the  $35  million  will  be 
well  spent. 

The  Senator  will  recall  that  4  or 
5  years  ago  the  Senate  passed  an  open- 
end  authorization  bill  to  greatly  increase 
this  type  of  research.  The  bill  as  intro¬ 
duced  called  for  a  $100  million  authoriza¬ 
tion,  but  as  it  was  finally  approved  it  was 
an  open-end  authorization.  That  is  an 
indication  of  the  great  interest  which 
has  existed  for  years  on  this  side  of  the 
Congress  in  this  type  of  research. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  remember  that 
well.  I  thank  the  Senator  for  recalling 
it  to  my  mind.  The  Senate  has  for  a  long 
time  felt,  as  our  committee  has  felt,  that 
this  is  a  field  we  have  neglected  too  long, 
which  may  offer  the  keys  we  need  to  solve 
some  of  our  surplus  problems. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  am  fully  in  accord 
with  the  purposes  of  the  amendment  and 
also  the  increase  in  the  amount  which 
the  committee  has  recommended  for  uti¬ 
lization  research — to  find  new  uses  for 
our  agricultural  products  and  particu¬ 
larly  those  in  surplus.  I  note  in  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee,  in  connection 
with  the  amendment,  the  following 
statement  on  page  10 : 

Substantial  increases  would  be  allotted  to 
work  on  wool,  oilseeds,  fruits  and  vegetables, 
tobacco,  sugar,  naval  stores,  and  ,new  re¬ 
placement  crops.  ' 

I  note  also  that  the  appropriation 
could  be  used  for  the  construction  of 
needed  facilities.  The  question  I  raise 
is  directed  to  the  possible  use  of  the 
funds  for  tobacco  research  facilities. 

As  the  Senator  from  Florida  knows,  a 
National  Tobacco  Laboratory  was  estab¬ 
lished  at  the  University  of  Kentucky  in 
1960,  and  appropriations  have  been  made 
for  3  years  in  support  of  the  laboratory. 
I  point  out — only  in  aid — for  the  State 
of  Kentucky  provided  more  than  $1  mil¬ 
lion  to  initiate  this  National  Tobacco 
Laboratory. 

There  has  been  some  speculation  that 
another  laboratory  duplicating  this  fa¬ 
cility  might  be  constructed,  from  appro¬ 
priated  funds.  When  the  amendment 
was  considered — since  it  embraces  funds 
for  construction  as  well  as  utilization 
research — was  it  contemplated  that  an 
additional  facility  might  be  constructed 
for  tobacco  research? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  I  understood  the 
report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  his  plan  for  the  use  of  this  fund,  if 
it  is  made  available,  it  would  not  include 
an  additional  facility  in  that  particular 
field. 

I  will  expand  upon  what  I  said  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago,  to  the  effect  that  much  of  this 
appropriation  is  nonrecurring,  by  saying 
that  about  half  of  the  appropriations  for 
this  year,  and  also  for  the  second  year, 
would  have  to  be  used  in  construction  of 
facilities,  but  would  not  recur  in  later 
years.  It  is  not  my  understanding  that 
additional  tobacco  research  institutions 
would  be  set  up  for  this  program.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  tobacco  sta¬ 
tion  which  the  Senator  mentioned,  and 
which  is  located,  very  appropriately,  in 
his  own  State — and  his  own  efforts  are 
to  be  in  part  credited  for  that  fact — is 
serving  well  and  doing  a  fine  job.  If 
there  were  to  be  further  need  for  tobacco 
research,  that  need  could  be  brought  out 
by  reports  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

The  document  itself,  if  the  Senator  has 
it  before  him,  contains,  on  the  preface 
page  which  is  termed  “Highlights,”  this 
statement: 


Using  nearly  half  of  the  Increase  in  the 
first  2  years  to  provide  new  laboratory  space 
for  utilization  research  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try. 

This  would  include,  in  the  first  year,  a 
new  regional  laboratory  in  the  Southeast 
($9.5  million)  and  in  addition  to  the  North¬ 
ern  Laboratory  at  Peoria,  Ill.  ($8  million) . 
In  the  second  year,  $15  million  would  be 
used  to  build  additions  to  the  Western  (Al¬ 
bany,  Calif.),  Southern  (New  Orleans,  La.), 
and  Eastern  (Wyndmoor,  Pa.)  Laboratories, 
and  to  renovate  and  expand  facilities  at  field 
stations  in  Pasadena,  Calif.,  Olustee,  Fla., 
and  Weslaco,  Tex. 

The  one  which  mentions  my  own  State 
has  to  do  wholly  with  naval  stores.  I 
believe  it  is  the  only  such  station  in  the 
Nation.  A  small  expansion  of  that  sta¬ 
tion  is  contemplated,  along  with  other 
major  expansions  of  other  stations  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  paragraph  which  I  quoted. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
As  I  said,  I  support  the  efforts  of  the 
committee  to  provide  increased  funds  for 
utilization  research. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Let  me  break  into 
the  Senator’s  statement  to  say  that 
since  the  amendment  in  the  bill  before 
the  House  on  this  subject  provided  for 
production  research  also,  we  made  the 
wording  in  our  version  of  the  bill  cover 
not  only  the  objectives  that  were  stated 
in  the  report  transmitted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  but  also  to  include 
research  on  production  costs  and  the 
like. 

One  of  the  most  notable  examples  of 
what  can  be  done  by  utilization  research 
has  occurred  in  an  industry  in  my  own 
State,  namely,  in  the  field  of  citrus  con¬ 
centrate.  There  was  a  time  some  years 
ago  when  we  thought  a  few  boxes  over 
40  million  boxes  of  citrus  fruit  con¬ 
stituted  a  surplus  which  baffled  our  ideas 
as  to  how  they  would  be  consumed.  As 
the  Senator  knows,  prior  to  the  freeze 
last  December,  our  production  had 
reached  the  stage  where  we  were  pro¬ 
ducing  more  than  150  million  boxes  a 
year.  The  principal  reason  why  that 
all  year-round  and  world-round  distri¬ 
bution  was  made  possible  was  the  per¬ 
fection  of  citrus  concentrate  methods 
which  were  developed  in  the  course  of 
utilization  research,  first  in  the  Federal 
agencies,  and  later  perfected  in  the 
State  agencies.  The  patents  were 
promptly  conveyed  to  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  as  public-use  pat¬ 
ents  so  they  could  be  used  in  Texas, 
California,  or  wherever  else  citrus  fruit 
was  produced. 

I  think  there  is  no  better  illustration 
of  what  comes  through  research  in  the 
field  of  utilization  than  that  illustration, 
which  has  brought  a  greater  measure  of 
use  and  a  fuller  utilization  of  the  par¬ 
ticular  crop  than  would  have  been  pos¬ 
sible  up  to  now  through  the  handling  of 
the  fresh  crop  or  through  canned  prod¬ 
ucts. 

PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 
ACTIVITIES 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $66,821,500  for  the  appropri¬ 
ation  item  “Plant  and  Animal  Disease 
and  Pest  Control.”  This  is  $7,316,520 
plus  over  1963  and  $7,316,500  over  the 
House  bill.  Under  this  appropriation, 
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funds  are  provided  for  plant  and  animal 
quarantine,  and  a  number  of  regulatory 
programs  affecting  insects  and  animal 
disease  and  quarantine  activities. 

The  principal  changes  from  the  House 
bill  are  the  inclusion  of  $2,750,000  for  a 
continuation  of  the  screwworm  eradica¬ 
tion  program  in  the  Southwest,  which 
was  inadvertently  omitted  by  the  House. 

On  that  point  may  I  say  that  I,  as 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  received 
from  my  counterpart,  the  chairman  of 
the  same  subcommittee  in  the  House,  a 
letter  stating  that  in  the  drafting  of  the 
bill  this  item,  which  had  been  approved 
by  the  committee,  was  inadvertently 
omitted,  and  asking  that  we  place  it  in 
the  bill.  As  a  result  of  our  hearings 
and  our  strong  approval  of  that  item  and 
that  letter,  the  item  was  placed  in  the 
bill. 

This  program  was  initiated  in  fiscal 
1962,  and  the  1963  funds,  amounting  to 
$2,750,000,  were  carried  in  the  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1962,  but 
available  during  fiscal  1963.  Cost  shar¬ 
ing  is  required  under  this  program  for 
the  expenses  of  production,  irradiation, 
and  release  of  the  screwworm  flies.  The 
release  of  these  sterilized  screwworm  flies 
in  the  eradication  program  in  the  South¬ 
west  follows  the  same  general  techniques 
employed  in  the  eradication  program 
which  proved  to  be  so  highly  effective 
in  Florida  and  the  Southeast  some  years 
ago. 

The  committee  recommends  $4,109,200 
for  the  cooperative  program  on  hog  chol¬ 
era  eradication.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$2  million  over  1963  and  $1,259,980  over 
the  House  bill.  This  is  a  new  coopera¬ 
tive  cost-matching  program,  and  the 
committee  believes  the  full  Federal  share 
should  be  provided. 

The  committee  was  advised  that  sev¬ 
eral  States  had  met  their  required  con¬ 
tributions  in  full  through  actions  by 
their  respective  legislative  bodies,  and 
the  funds  provided  in  the  Senate  version 
of  the  bill  represent  matching  of  the 
funds  already  provided  by  the  States  in 
question. 

The  committee  recommends  $1  mil¬ 
lion  increases  in  each  of  the  cooperative 
eradication  programs  on  the  imported 
fire  ant,  and  on  sheep  scabies. 

As  to  the  imported  fire  ants,  I  am  glad 
to  say,  where  lovers  of  wildlife  can  read 
it,  that  a  compound  has  now  been  dis¬ 
covered  which  is  effective  in  doing  away 
with  this  very  dangerous  pest,  which 
was  imported  into  our  country  and  had 
spread  through  several  States  before  an 
effective  effort  to  eradicate  it  began.  By 
the  way,  the  new  chemical  is  named 
Mirex,  and  it  is  being  used  without  any 
dangerous  or  deleterious  effect  on  wild¬ 
life,  as  well  as  on  livestock,  poultry,  and 
the  like,  which  in  some  instances  had 
suffered  destruction  by  the  use  of  earlier 
chemicals. 

With  reference  to  the  sheep  scabies 
item,  I  shall  await  comments  from  the 
Senators  whose  areas  are  affected,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  who  has  been  very  active  in  this 
matter.  In  general,  I  can  only  say  that 
several  States  in  this  program  are  put¬ 
ting  up  their  own  funds, .  in  some  in¬ 
stances  outstripping  to  a  great  extent 
the  Federal  effort  in  the  eradication  of 


this  dangerous  and  destructive  disease. 
They  are  now  confronted  with  a  situa¬ 
tion  under  which  some  of  the  neighbor¬ 
ing  States  have  not  done  so,  and  they 
are,  therefore,  being  subjected  to  con¬ 
stant  reinfestation.  The  reason  for  the 
$1  million  increase  in  the  bill  is  to  allow 
the  other  States  to  join,  in  areas  where 
other  States  have  completed  the  eradi¬ 
cation  program,  so  that  they  may  com¬ 
plete  their  programs  and  round  out  the 
regions  that  are  now  free  from  the 
disease. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAMS 

The  bill  carries  $204,297,000  for  pro¬ 
grams  administered  by  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$11,265,750  over  funds  appropriated  for 

1963,  and  $3,936,000  over  the  House  bill. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $215  million  to  finance  the 
1963  agricultural  conservation  program, 
authorized  last  year  and  recommends  an 
advance  authorization  of  $250  million 
for  the  1964  program.  This  is  the  same 
amount  of  authorization  as  that  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  House  bill,  and  is  $100  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  budget  estimate. 

AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  AND  DISTRIBUTION 
PROGRAMS 

For  the  marketing  research,  market 
news,  inspection,  and  marketing  service 
activities  administered  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service,  the  bill  carries 
$44,514,100,  an  increase  of  $3,616,930 
over  1963,  and  $7,453,100  over  the  House 
bill. 

The  principal  increase  over  the  House 
results  from  the  restoration  to  this 
agency  of  $6,550,000  as  carried  in  the  es¬ 
timates,  and  transferred  by  the  House  to 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

I  have  already  mentioned  this  partic¬ 
ular  transfer  in  the  discussion  in  that 
part  of  my  statement  which  relates  to 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

The  committee  amendment  restores  to 
the  bill  the  text  of  language  necessary 
to  provide  for  marketing  research  and 
the  construction  of  the  peanut  research 
facility  previously  referred  to. 

For  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $137 
million  is  provided.  This  is  the  amount 
carried  in  the  House  bill  and  is  $12  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  1963  appropriation.  The 
increased  amount  is  available  for  distri¬ 
bution  to  the  States  pursuant  to  the  re¬ 
vised  school  lunch  formula.  In  addition, 
$45  million  of  section  32  funds  are  pro¬ 
vided  for  purchase  of  food  for  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Likewise,  food  donations  from 
Government-owned  inventories,  valued 
at  $121  million  were  made  available  to 
the  national  school  lunch  program  last 
year,  and  it  is  expected  that  food  dona¬ 
tions  will  continue  at  the  same  level  in 

1964. 

That  means,  of  course,  that  we  expect 
to  have  a  continuation  of  the  use  in  the 
school  lunch  program  of  sufficient  com¬ 
modities  out  of  the  surplus  commodities 
to  meet  the  situation  and  to  equal  the 
participation  from  that  source  last  year. 

For  the  special  milk  program,  $100  mil¬ 
lion  is  appropriated.  This  is  the  amount 
of  the  House  bill  and  will  permit  an  ex¬ 
pansion  of  $4  million  over  amounts  used 
in  fiscal  1963. 

For  the  pilot  food  stamp  program,  cur¬ 
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rently  financed  from  section  32  authori¬ 
zation,  the  committee  recommends  $51.5 
million,  as  proposed  in  the  estimate,  and 
$11.5  million  over  the  House  bill. 

Considering  the  statements  before  us, 
particularly  those  applicable  to  the  de¬ 
pressed  areas  report,  we  felt  that  to  cut 
the  food  stamp  program  at  this  time 
would  be  very  unfortunate.  We  have 
therefore  restored  it  to  the  full  opera¬ 
tion,  as  requested  by  the  budgeted 
amount. 

An  appropriation  of  $19,039,000  is 
recommended  for  the  operations  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service.  This  is 
the  amount  requested  in  the  budget,  is 
an  increase  of  $1,903,730  over  last  year, 
and  an  increase  of  $534,000  over  the 
House  bill. 

Before  leaving  this  part  of  my  state¬ 
ment,  I  wish  to  advert  to  a  matter  which 
was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
committee  on  the  last  day  when  we  were 
marking  up  and  prior  to  reporting  the 
bill.  It  was  reported  to  some  members 
of  the  committee  by  various  commercial 
printing  establishments  that  it  was  their 
understanding  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  was  planning  to  publish  a 
house  organ  or  magazine  which,  in  some 
respects,  would  duplicate  the  services 
made  available  through  private  enter¬ 
prise. 

In  pursuance  of  that  report,  and  since 
we  had  had  no  hearing  on  it  at  all,  the 
committee  appointed  a  subcommittee  to 
confer  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  then  to  bring  the  matter  up  on  the 
floor  if  we  felt  it  desirable  to  do  so. 

After  conferring  with  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  the  subcommittee  felt  that 
his  explanation  of  what  was  expected  to 
be  done  in  that  field  was  reasonable. 
We  asked  him  to  cover  it  by  a  letter, 
giving  a  full  statement  of  his  intentions. 
The  Secretary’s  letter  to  me  is  dated 
September  20,  and  attached  to  it  is  a  re¬ 
port  dated  September  19.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  letter  and  the  ac¬ 
companying  statement  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  be  included  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  statement  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

September  20,  1963. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  In  accordance 
with,  our  discussion  on  September  12,  1963, 
there  are  enclosed  an  original  and  five  copies 
of  a  statement  regarding  the  use  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-State  market  news  leased  wire  system. 

We  hope  that  this  statement  provides  the 
information  on  this  matter  which  you  re¬ 
quested. 

Please  let  us  know  if  you  desire  further 
information. 

Sincerely  yours, - 

Orville  L.  Freeman. 

Developments  Regarding  Use  op  the  Fed¬ 
eral-State  Market  News  Leased  Wire 

System 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  19,  1963. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
been  collecting  and  disseminating  agricul¬ 
tural  market  news  since  1915  in  cooperation 
with  State  departments  of  agriculture.  The 
reports  consist  of  prices,  stocks,  and  move¬ 
ment  of  cotton  and  cottonseed,  dairy  and 
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poultry  products,  fruits  and  vegetables,  grain 
and  feeds,  livestock,  meat  and  \yool,  molasses, 
naval  stores,  and  tobacco. 

For  many  years  market  news  reports  have 
been  transmitted  among  the  135  Federal- 
State  market  news  offices  over  a  national 
leased  wire  system.  The  reports  are  then 
made  available  from  each  market  news  of¬ 
fice.  It  is  essential  to  collect,  transmit,  and 
release  these  market  reports  with  the  least 
possible  delay  if  they  are  to  be  of  maximum 
usefulness.  For  example,  many  livestock 
producers  look  to  the  reports  from  Kansas 
City,  Chicago,  or  other  markets  before  mak¬ 
ing  their  plans  each  day  for  direct  or  auc¬ 
tion  sales  of  cattle  and  hogs. 

Market  news  offices  release  their  reports  in 
many  ways.  Daily  mimeographed  reports 
are  sent  out  by  mail;  summaries  are  given  to 
local  newspapers  and  broadcast  stations;  long 
distance  collect  telephone  calls  or  telegrams 
are  sent  to  individuals  at  their  request; 
recorded  telephone  tapes  are  cut  for  auto¬ 
matic  playback  to  callers;  reports  are  posted 
at  stockyards  and  other  public  markets;  and 
many  persons  visit  the  market  news  offices 
daily  at  the  time  when  certain  reports  are 
due  to  be  released.  Special  summaries  are 
supplied  several  times  daily  to  the  Associated 
Press,  United  Press  International,  and  other 
news  services  at  points  throughout  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States. 

Because  of  the  delays  or  lack  of  complete¬ 
ness  in  the  relaying  system  through  the 
local  market  news  offices,  users  of  the  mar¬ 
ket  news  service  have  requested  that  tele¬ 
typewriter  receiving  machines  be  installed 
at  their  place  of  business.  In  1950,  the  West¬ 
ern  States  Meat  Packers  Association  estab¬ 
lished  a  leased  wire  circuit  to  distribute  mar¬ 
ket  news  reports  to  its  members.  The  Market 
News  office  in  San  Francisco  serviced  this 
circuit  by  relaying  the  livestock  reports  on  a 
sending  machine  which  the  association 
located  in  this  office.  In  1955,  a  similar  cir¬ 
cuit  and  arrangement  was  set  up  by  the 
National  Indedependent  Meat  Packers  Asso¬ 
ciation  which  was  serviced  by  the  Market 
News  office  in  Chicago.  Also  in  1955,  the 
Colorado  Cattle  Feeders  Association  estab¬ 
lished  its  circulit  with  service  out  of  the  Den¬ 
ver  office.  The  USDA  agreement  with  these 
associations  specified  that  they  would  derive 
no  profit  from  the  arrangement  and  would 
permit  any  private  subscriber  willing  to  pay 
the  costs  to  join  their  leased  wire  circuits. 

These  private  arrangements  resulted  in 
duplicate  line  charges  because  their  lines 
paralleled  the  Federal-State  circuits  in  many 
instances.  For  example,  a  livestock  market¬ 
ing  firm  in  Billings,  Mont.,  would  have 
to  pay  its  pro  rata  costs  for  a  line  from  San 
Francisco  even  though  the  Federal-State  cir¬ 
cuit,  which  carries  the  same  reports,  runs 
directly  through  Billings.  This  duplication 
led  to  requests  to  be  able  to  “tap  on”  to  the 
circuit  at  the  nearest  market  news  office.  In 
addition,  other  commodity  groups  who  de¬ 
pend  on  the  Federal-State  reports  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  their  daily  operations,  wished  to 
avail  themselves  of  this  faster  service  at  their 
expense. 

Direct  connections  to  the  leased  wire  cir¬ 
cuits  would  probably  have  been  initiated  long 
before  August  1,  1963,  if  it  had  not  been  for 
the  mechanical  problem  of  screening  out  ad¬ 
ministrative  messages  or  incomplete  market 
news  data,  which  are  consolidated  by  one  of 
the  receiving  Federal-State  offices  prior  to 
public  issuance.  Although  automatic  selec¬ 
tor  equipment  for  screening  messages  has 
been  available  for  a  number  of  years,  the 
Federal-State  Market  News  Service  does  not 
have  this  equipment  on  its  sending  ma¬ 
chines.  Indirectly,  the  present  arrangement 
is  an  outgrowth  of  the  action  of  the  87th 
Congress  directing  a  joint  Department  of 
Agriculture -Weather  Bureau  survey  in  1962 
to  explore  the  possibility  of  coordination  of 


the  use  of  their  separate  leased  wire  circuits. 
As  a  result  of  this  survey,  USDA  officials 
learned  (1)  of  the  extensive  arrangements 
which  the  Weather  Bureau  has  for  over  1,000 
private  subscribers  on  its  leased  wire  circuits 
throughout  the  country,  and  (2)  of  the  fact 
that  automatic  selector  equipment  could  be 
attached  to  the  receiving  machines,  at  no 
cost  to  the  Government,  for  the  purpose  of 
screening  out  messages.  The  joint  report  by 
the  U.S.  Departments  of  Commerce  and  Agri¬ 
culture,  which  was  submitted  to  Congress  in 
April  1962,  includes  the  following  statement : 

"At  present,  only  Federal  and  Federal-State 
Market  News  offices  are  connected  with  the 
AMS  (USDA)  leased  wire  network.  No  radio 
stations,  TV  stations,  or  other  private  sub¬ 
scribers  have  direct  access  to  the  AMS  leased 
wire  circuit.  Therefore,  any  weather  infor¬ 
mation  on  this  circuit  would  have  to  be  re¬ 
layed  from  the  market  news  offices  to  the 
press.  This  method  of  communication  would 
not  be  faster  nor  more  effective  than  the 
existing  arrangements  for  distributing 
weather  information. 

“With  the  increased  capacity  and  auto¬ 
matic  selectivity  feature  of  the  AMS  network 
provided  for  under  its  proposed  modernized 
leased  wire  plan,  consideration  is  being  given 
to  the  desirability  of  opening  the  AMS  net¬ 
work  to  private  subscribers  who  would  pay 
the  machine  rental  and  the  added  mileage 
costs.  If  this  plan  were  adopted,  it  is  possi¬ 
ble  that  radio  stations,  TV  stations,  and 
newspapers  in  certain  sections  would  wish  to 
install  a  private  drop.  Under  such  a  plan, 
establishment  of  AMS-Weather  Bureau  ex¬ 
change  points  at  strategic  locations  would 
make  it  possible  to  transmit  selected  weather 
information  to  stations  on  the  AMS  network 
along  with  the  market  news  reports.” 

The  Department  started  relaying  market 
news  reports  for  transmission  on  the  first 
of  the  Weather  Bureau  networks  in  June 

1962.  These  leased  wire  networks  transmit 
detailed  weather  news  and  forecasts  to  radio 
and  TV  stations,  newspapers,  public  utili¬ 
ties,  and  various  private  firms. 

The  Department  filed  a  request  on  April 
9,  1962,  with  the  American  Telephone  & 
Telegraph  Co.  to  provide  “Extension” 
service  on  the  market  news  leased  wire  cir¬ 
cuits  similar  to  the  arrangement  which  had 
been  approved  by  the  Federal  Communica¬ 
tions  Commission  for  the  Weather  Bureau. 
A  letter  dated  August  7,  1962,  was  received 
from  A.T.  &  T.  advising  that  it  could  furnish 
such  service.  The  Department  deferred  fur¬ 
ther  action  on  this  matter  until  after  the 
congressional  hearings  on  its  1964  appropri¬ 
ations.  The  proposal  was  then  discussed  on 
March  8,  1963,  at  the  House  subcommittee 
hearings  (Department  of  Agriculture  ap¬ 
propriations  for  1964,  pt.  Ill,  pp.  1469-1471). 

In  accordance  with  the  appropriation  hear¬ 
ing  discussion,  the  Department  issued  a 
press  release  on  May  20  and  published  a 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register  on  May  25, 

1963,  asking  for  comments  prior  to  making 
a  final  decision  on  the  initiation  of  this  ex¬ 
panded  service.  This  notice  received  wide 
circulation — 102  replies  were  received;  68 
favored  the  proposal,  19  opposed,  and  15  were 
noncommittal.  Nineteen  farm  or  trade  or¬ 
ganizations  approved  the  proposal  and  one 
was  noncommittal.  Thirteen  newspapers, 
broadcast  stations,  or  other  news  media 
either  approved  the  proposal  or  simply  re¬ 
quested  further  information  for  their  own 
evaluation  in  utilizing  the  service  and  one 
firm  opposed  it. 

Careful  consideration  at  each  stage  of  its 
development  was  given  to  all  foreseeable 
features  of  this  plan.  As  the  result  of  this 
consideration,  the  Department  concluded 
that  this  plan  would  make  a  proper  and  use¬ 
ful  contribution  to  the  Federal-State  Mar¬ 
ket  News  Service.  Accordingly,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  announced  on  July  10,  1963,  that  di¬ 


rect  hookups  to  the  Federal-State  market 
news  network  would  become  effective  on 
August  1,  1963. 

The  American  Newspaper  Publishers  Asso¬ 
ciation,  in  its  August  20,  1963,  memorandum, 
lists  six  arguments  against  allowing  private 
firms  and  individuals  to  connect  to  the  leased 
wire  circuits  of  the  Federal-State  market 
news  service.  Following  are  the  arguments 
--and  the  USDA  comments  on  them: 

ANPA  ARGUMENT  NO.  1 

“Under  our  concept  of  freedom,  it  is  im¬ 
proper  for  the  Government  to  engage  in  the 
business  of  news  gathering  and  dissemina¬ 
tion.  It  can  too  easily  become  a  propaganda 
agency.  The  long-standing  policy  of  Small 
Business  Administration  (and  its  predecessor 
agency  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration)  has  been  not  to  make  loans  to  news¬ 
papers  or  broadcast  stations  because  it  does 
not  wish  to  create  any  implication  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  influence  on  editorial  content.  The 
same  policy  should  apply  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.” 

USDA  comment 

Federal,  State,  and  county  governments 
have  been  engaged  for  more  than  100  years 
in  gathering  and  disseminating  specialized 
reports,  data,  and  other  information.  Ex- 
emples  are  weather  reports,  census  reports, 
agricultural  crop  estimates,  and  agicultural 
market  news  reports.  Federal  laws  authorize 
these  services. 

Congress,  in  establishing  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  1862,  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  the  new  Department  “to  acquire  and 
diffuse  among  the  people  of  the  United  States 
useful  information  on  subjects  connected 
with  agriculture,  in  the  most  general  and 
comprehensive  sense  of  the  word.” 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946 
provides  that  “the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  directed  and  authorized  to  collect  and  dis¬ 
seminate  marketing  information,  including 
adequate  outlook  information  on  a  market- 
area  basis,  for  the  purpose  of  anticipating 
and  meeting  consumer  requirements,  aiding 
in  maintenance  of  farm  income,  and  bringing 
a  balance  between  production  and  utilization 
of  agricultural  products.” 

Congress  each  year  in  its  appropriation  ac¬ 
tions  reviews  and  directs  the  operation  of 
these  services. 

The  bug-a-boo  of  these  services  becoming 
propaganda  agencies  is  completely  foreign  to 
American  concepts.  This  presupposes  that 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
would  have  the  desire  (and  ability)  to  use 
for  propaganda  purposes  its  staff  of  meteor¬ 
ologists  or  statisticians  or  agricultural  mar¬ 
keting  specialists;  that  Congress  would  abdi¬ 
cate  its  responsibilities  and  fail  to  exercise 
its  powers  of  direction;  and  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  would  tolerate  such  actions. 

The  Small  Business  Administration’s  policy 
against  making  loans  to  newspapers  or  broad¬ 
cast  stations  in  order  not  to  imply  any  Gov¬ 
ernment  influence  on  editorial  content  is  not 
germane  to  this  issue.  Agricultural  market 
news  reports  have  no  connection  with  edi¬ 
torial  policy  or  content.  These  reports  are 
limited  to  specialized,  technical  data  for  the 
use  of  farmers  and  others  who  buy  and  sell 
agricultural  commodities.  Hie  excerpts  on 
page  6  from  typical  market  news  reports 
show  their  scope  and  content.  The  fact  that 
the  Chicago  hog  market  opened  at  $17  to 
$17.25  per  hundredweight  and  closed  at  $16.50 
to  $16.75  may  have  been  very  significant  to 
many  persons  in  making  their  marketing 
plans  for  the  following  day.  It  is  hardly 
conceivable,  however,  that  the  collection  and 
dissemination  of  this  information  by  the 
Government  could  be  used  to  influence  edi¬ 
torial  content. 

ANPA  ARGUMENT  NO.  2 

“Government  should  not  engage  in  any 
enterprise  in  competition  with  existing  pri- 
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9*ate  ownership  which  is  able  to  provide  sat¬ 
isfactory  service,  as  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  will  be  doing  in  this  case.” 

USDA  comment 

There  is  no  such  existing  private  owner¬ 
ship.  Comprehensive,  detailed  market  news 
reports  on  a  national  basis  are  collected  and 
disseminated  only  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  collaboration  with  State 
departments  of  agriculture.  There  are  pri¬ 
vate  marketing  analysts  or  commodity  spe¬ 
cialists  who  provide  their  services  to  their 
customers  through  newsletters  or  other 
media.  Some  of  them  collect  certain  mar¬ 
keting  information;  most  of  them  utilize  the 
Government  market  reports  for  their  pri¬ 
mary  data;  and  none  of  them  duplicates  the 
extent  and  scope  of  the  Government  reports. 

The  objection  to  competition  with  a  pri¬ 
vately  owned  firm  apparently  refers  to  the 
P.A.M.  News  Corp.  This  firm  was  purchased 
by  the  New  York  Journal  of  Commerce  from 
its  owner-operator  on  May  1,  1963.  P.A.M. 
(under  a  different  firm  name)  was  started 
during  the  1940’s  for  the  purpose  of  relaying 
to  fresh  fruit  and  vegetable  growers  and 
shippers  Federal-State  market  news  reports 
plus  certain  supplemental  market  informa¬ 
tion  which  it  collects  directly.  P.A.M.  leases 
wire  circuits  for  this  purpose  and  states  that 
it  presently  has  about  300  customers.  The 
Federal-State  market  news  reports  are  trans¬ 
mitted  via  a  special  hook-up  maintained  by 
P.A.M.  from  the  USDA  leased  wire  center  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  to  the  P.A.M.  office  in  New 
York  City.  This  arrangement  has  existed 
for  many  years.  P.A.M.  then  relays  these 
Government  reports  to  its  customers  via  its 
own  leased  wire  circuit.  P.A.M.  discon¬ 
tinued  use  of  its  special  hook-up  in  August 
and  is  now  obtaining  the  Federal-State  mar¬ 
ket  news  reports  by  direct  connections  on 
the  USDA  leased  wire  circuits. 

The  daily  supplies  and  prices  of  fresh  fruits 
and  vegetables  fluctuate  more  rapidly  and 
widely  than  any  other  agricultural  commod¬ 
ity  group.  Therefore,  maximum  speed  in 
receiving  the  Government  market  news  re¬ 
ports  from  the  major  wholesale  markets  and 
production  areas  is  of  primary  importance. 
The  opportunity  for  fresh  fruit  and  vegetable 
growers  and  shippers,  at  their  expense,  to 
obtain  direct  connections  on  the  Federal- 
State  leased  wire  circuits  is  of  concern  to  the 
P.A.M.  News  Corp.  because  these  wire  con¬ 
nections  will  reduce  the  lag  in  time  for  the 
receipt  of  Federal-State  market  reports  di¬ 
rectly  from  their  source.  Whether  this 
arrangement  will  affect  the  P.A.M.  News 
Corp.  may  depend  upon  the  value  its  cus¬ 
tomers  place  on  the  supplemental  market 
information  which  it  collects  and  sells  to 
them. 

A  NT  A  ARGUMENT  NO.  3 

“The  announcement  sets  up  a  system  of 
censorship  by  giving  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  authority  to  cancel  the  service  of 
anyone  who  allegedly  abuses  the  service  by 
‘Misrepresentation’  of  reports,  or  for  any 
other  reason  when,  in  its  sole  judgment,  such 
cancellation  is  desirable.” 

USDA  comment 

No  system  of  censorship  or  management  of 
the  press  is  involved  in  any  manner.  This 
objection  is  drawn  from  a  misinterpretation 
of  a  statement  in  AMS  Bulletin  510  which 
was  issued  to  explain  the  expanded  leased 
wire  arrangement.  Unfortunately,  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  wrote  this  state¬ 
ment  in  such  a  capsule  form  that  it  is  easily 
subject  to  misinterpretation. 

The  statement  in  AMS  Bulletin  510  was 
as  follows: 

“The  new  service  is  available  to  all  who 
want  it,  and  no  application  need  be  made  to 
USDA  to  receive  service.  However,  USDA 
reserves  the  right  to  cancel  at  any  time  the 


connection  of  any  or  all  subscribers  who 
abuse  the  service  by  misinterpretation  of  re¬ 
ports,  or  for  any  other  reason  when,  in  its 
sole  judgment,  such  cancellation  is  desir¬ 
able.” 

This  statement  is  intended  to  cover  only 
two  kinds  of  situations.  First,  notice  of 
reservation  by  USDA  of  the  right  to  cancel 
service  to  an  individual  subscriber  if  he 
should  issue  false  or  fraudulent  market  news 
reports,  which  he  designates  as  being  Fed¬ 
eral-State  market  news  reports.  Second, 
notice  of  reservation  by  USDA  of  the  right 
to  cancel  the  new  service  in  its  entirety  and 
in  the  sole  judgment  of  USDA  if,  for  some 
unforeseen  reason,  it  should  turn  out  to  be 
detrimental  to  the  best  interests  of  agri¬ 
cultural  producers  as  a  whole. 

Objections  related  to  censorship  would 
have  to  be  based  on  the  possible  cancellation 
action  against  individual  subscribers. 
Guarding  against  the  unlikely  possibility  of 
false  or  fraudulent  reports,  ascribed  to  the 
Federal-State  Market  News  Service,  is  not  a 
capricious  or  unreasonable  safeguard.  For 
example,  intermingling  of  data  from  other 
sources  so  that  they  appear  as  part  of  the 
Federal-State  report  should  be  considered  as 
a  false  report. 

The  agreement  which  has  been  in  effect 
between  USDA  and  P.A.M.  News  Corp.  for 
several  years  contains  similar  restrictions 
and  cancellation  provisions.  No  objection 
has  ever  been  received  from  P.A.M.  to  these 
provisions  which  are  as  follows: 

“P.A.M.  News  Corp.  will  retransmit  offi¬ 
cial  market  news  reports  without  amend¬ 
ment  or  modification;  will  credit  all  market 
news  reports  originating  in  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  as  USDA;  and  will  credit 
all  non-USDA  market  reports  as  independent 
or  by  specific  private  agency  so  as  to  indicate 
no  responsibility  on  the  part  of  USDA. 
Either  party  may  terminate  this  agreement 
upon  30  days’  notice  in  writing  to  the  other 
party.” 

Working  relationships  under  this  agree¬ 
ment  with  P.A.M.  News  Corp.  have  been  very 
satisfactory  and  no  question  of  termination 
has  ever  risen. 

If  cancellation  of  the  service  to  an  in¬ 
dividual  subscriber  should  arise,  the  estab¬ 
lished  procedure  for  withdrawal  of  other 
voluntary  fee  services  provided  under  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (i.e.,  in¬ 
spection,  grading,  and  classing  services) 
would  be  followed.  This  procedure  calls  for 
affording  the  respondent  an  opportunity  to 
file  a  written  statement  or,  at  his  option,  to 
have  an  oral  hearing  to  show  cause  why  the 
service  should  not  be  withdrawn.  The  pro¬ 
cedure  next  requires  that  the  respondent  be 
served  with  a  proposed  suspension  order 
consisting  of  tentative  findings,  conclusions, 
and  decision  specifying  the  suspension  period 
and  giving  him  20  days  in  which  to  file  ex¬ 
ceptions.  After  ruling  on  exceptions  re¬ 
ceived,  the  Administrator  or  Deputy  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  AMS  may  issue  a  formal  suspen¬ 
sion  order  for  a  specified  period  of  time. 

In  addition  to  the  safeguards  of  individual 
rights  contained  in  this  USDA  procedure,  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act  gives  any  per¬ 
son  adversely  affected  by  such  action  the 
right  of  judicial  review.  This  act  provides, 
among  other  things,  that  the  reviewing  court 
shall  decide  all  relevant  questions  of  law  and 
shall  hold  unlawful  and  set  aside  agency 
actions  found  to  be  arbitrary,  capricious,  an 
abuse  of  discretion,  contrary  to  constitutional 
rights,  or  for  certain  other  specified  reasons. 

ANPA  ARGUMENT  NO.  4 

“Future  expansion  of  this  service — as  is 
indicated  in  a  Department  of  Agriculture 
background  memorandum — could  easily  lead 
to  a  complete  national  news  wire  in  direct 
competition  with  Associated  Press  and 
United  Press  International.” 


USDA  comment 

The  basis  for  this  sweeping  charge  is  so 
vague  that  it  is  difficult  to  find  a  meaningful 
comment.  The  USDA  is  not  engaged,  or 
authorized  to  engage,  in  the  operation  of  a 
complete  national  news  wire.  AMS  Bulletin 
510  makes  very  clear  that  there  will  be  no 
changes  made  in  the  informational  material 
transmitted  on  the  leased  wire  network  as 
the  result  of  private  subscribers.  It  states 
that: 

“The  primary  purpose  of  the  leased  wire 
network  is  to  relay  information  throughout 
the  country,  for  use  by  market  news  offices 
in  preparing  and  issuing  reports.  The  net¬ 
work  continues  to  serve  this  purpose,  and 
no  changes  can  be  made  in  its  operation 
because  of  the  addition  of  private  subscrib¬ 
ers.  USDA  cannot  add  to,  subtract  from,  or 
modify  its  reports  solely  as  a  service  to  any 
private  subscriber.  Many  of  the  reports 
move  on  the  circuit  in  abbreviated  tele¬ 
graphic  language  in  order  to  get  the  most 
traffic  transmitted,  and  subscribers  will  re¬ 
ceive  the  reports  in  this  form.” 

There  is  only  a  nominal  amount  of  unused 
capacity  on  the  leased  wire  circuits.  In 
fact,  they  operate  at  a  much  higher  rate 
than  is  normally  scheduled  for  wire  circuits. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  opportunity  for  use 
of  the  market  news  leased  wire  circuits  to 
transmit  any  significant  amount  of  other 
traffic. 

Federal-State  offices  mailed  out  about  20 
million  mimeographed  market  news  reports 
last  year.  It  is  as  farfetched  to  say  that  the 
market  news  leased  wire  system  could  be 
turned  into  a  complete  national  news  wire 
service  as  it  would  be  to  say  that  these 
mimeographed  reports  could  be  turned  into 
complete  newspapers. 

ANPA  ARGUMENT  NO.  5 

“The  announced  plan  has  monopolistic 
implications  in  that  only  A.T.  &  T.  wires  can 
be  used  although  the  present  privately 
owned  news  service  in  this  field  uses  wires 
leased  from  Western  Union.  FCC  policies 
and  actions  have  been  aimed  at  preserving 
competition  in  the  leased  wire  field  between 
A.T.  &  T.  and  Western  Union.” 

USDA  comment 

The  USDA  obtains  its  leased  wire  services 
under  a  contract  (TPS  72907)  made  by  the 
General  Services  Administration  for  all  civil 
Federal  agencies.  USDA  has  no  Jurisdiction 
over  the  awarding  of  contracts  to  provide 
these  long  line  services. 

ANPA  ARGUMENT  NO.  6 

“The  American  taxpayers  should  not  be 
expected  to  pay  for  news  wire  services  to 
anyone.” 

USDA  comment 

As  set  forth  in  AMS  Bulletin  510,  private 
subscribers  pay  directly  to  the  telephone 
company  all  costs  of  their  connections. 
USDA  pays  for  the  cost  of  its  trunklines  and 
connections  to  the  Federal-State  market 
news  offices — exactly  as  it  has  in  the 
ppst. 

The  USDA  pays  the  same  tariff  rates,  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission,  as  any  other  public  agency  or 
private  firm.  Rates  vary  dependent  upon 
transmission  speed,  hours  per  day  of  opera¬ 
tion,  and  type  of  equipment — not  on  the 
identity  of  the  leasing  party.  For  example, 
USDA  pays  the  same  mileage  charge  per 
month  for  a  75-word-per-minute  line  as 
does  P.A.M.  News  Corp. 

The  cost  of  conducting  the  agricultural 
market  news  service  is  borne  by  Federal  and 
State  appropriated  funds.  However,  the 
expanded  service  is  being  paid  for  entirely 
by  the  private  subscribers  at  no  additional 
cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

One  private  subscriber  expressed  the  fol¬ 
lowing  views  in  a  recent  letter: 
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“The  information  on  livestock  market 
prices  will  be  of  real  value  in  helping  to  keep 
our  staff  informed  on  market  conditions. 
As  a  result,  we  will  be  able  to  better  serve 
our  members  in  the  livestock  industry. 
This  improved  dissemination  of  market  news 
information  will  be  of  value  in  stabilizing 
livestock  prices  in  the  market.  With  the 
individual  subscriber  paying  all  costs  of  the 
service,  this  step  forward  should  be  approved 
by  all  segments  of  the  industry.” 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  comment  briefly  on  the  lending  pro¬ 
grams  administered  by  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration. 

An  authorization  of  $300  million  is 
provided  for  farm  operating  loans,  an 
increase  of  $10  million  over  1963.  A  to¬ 
tal  of  $60  million  is  provided  for  real 
estate  loans.  This  is  an  increase  of  $10 
million  over  1963,  of  which  $45  million 
is  for  farm  ownership  loans,  and  $15  mil¬ 
lion  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
loans.  These  amounts  in  each  case  are 
identical  with  the  budget  request  and  the 
House  bill. 

The  committee  has  included  in  the 
bill  an  amendment  to  increase  the  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  borrowing  authorization 
for  “rural  housing  loans”  by  $25  million. 
This  increase  in  limitation,  if  approved, 
would  provide  an  estimated  $175  million 
to  be  available  for  use  in  fiscal  1964  un¬ 
der  this  program. 

For  the  information  of  the  Senate,  I 
think  it  is  appropriate  to  say  that  the 
contemplated  program  for  1964  involves 
the  use  of  $350  million  in  this  program 
and  that  additional  legislation  is  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  Congress.  However,  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  this  $25  million  of  borrowing  au¬ 
thorization  should  carry  the  program 
until  the  Congress  has  a  chance  to  con¬ 
sider  it  more  fully  next  year. 

RURAL  RENEWAL  AND  HOUSING  FOR  ELDERLY 
REVOLVING  FUND 

The  committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $1,350,000  to  initiate  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  financial  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  public  agencies  as  authorized  a 
year  ago  in  section  102  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  The  amount 
provided  will  permit  the  initiation  of  a 
few  pilot  projects  under  the  program. 

The  committee  has  recommended  an 
appropriation  of  $3.5  million  for  the  re¬ 
volving  fund  to  finance  loans  to  private 
nonprofit  corporations  and  consumer 
cooperatives  to  provide  rental  housing 
facilities  for  elderly  persons  of  low  in¬ 
come  in  rural  areas. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  PROGRAM 

The  committee  has  approved  a  total 
of  $495  million  for  new  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  fiscal  1964.  Of  this  total,  $425 
million  is  for  electrification  loans  and 
$70  million  for  the  telephone  loan  pro¬ 
gram.  These  are  the  amounts  requested 
in  the  budget  estimate  and  earned  in  the 
House  bill. 

For  the  rural  telephone  program  $70 
million  is  provided — and  together  with 
carryover  authorization  of  $40.7  million 
will  provide  a  total  of  $110.7  million. 

For  the  rural  electrification  program 
$425  million  of  new  lending  authorization 
is  provided.  This  is  an  increase  of  $25 
million  over  1963.  The  House  placed 
$150  million  of  this  authorization  in  re¬ 


serve  and  the  committee  concurred  in 
the  action  of  the  House  in  that  regard. 

Last  year  the  agency  approved  elec¬ 
trification  loans  totaling  $341  million  as 
follows:  $155.4  million  for  distribution 
loans,  $114  million  for  generation  loans, 
$69.4  million  for  transmission  loans,  and 
$2.2  million  of  section  5  loans  for  con¬ 
sumer  facilities. 

The  committee  has  recommended  $11,- 
287,000  for  administrative  expenses,  an 
increase  of  $844,800  over  1963,  $125,000 
over  the  House  bill,  and  $57,000  under 
the  budget. 

The  increased  amounts  will  be  needed 
for  pay  costs,  and  to  strengthen  agency- 
filled  staff  to  carry  out  requirements  in 
connection  with  the  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  in  regard  to  which  I  now  wish  to 
make  further  comment. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION 

Mr.  President,  I  say  facetiously  that 
from  some  of  the  comments  I  have  seen 
coming  from  the  national  association  in 
this  field,  one  would  think  that  our  com¬ 
mittee  had  been  a  little  niggardly  with 
the  rural  electrification  program.  To 
the  contrary,  we  have  approved  in  all 
respects  the  amounts  allowed  by  the 
House  bill,  and  we  have  allowed  an  addi¬ 
tional  $125,000  beyond  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  by.  the  House,  an  amount  we 
thought  was  necessary  for  administrative 
operations. 

I  have  seen  no  reference  to  that  action 
of  the  committee  in  the  somewhat  caus¬ 
tic  reports  of  our  activities,  issued  by 
the  Rural  Electrification  Association, 
which  have  appeared  in  various  places 
in  the  press.  I  hope  they  will  find  time 
to  read  the  complete  reports  of  our  ac¬ 
tion,  so  that  we  will,  perhaps,  be  given 
some  praise  for  our  generosity  in  this 
regard. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  is  entitled  to  praise  in  terms  of 
this  appropriation,  and  particularly  the 
attitude  that  was  exhibited  toward  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration — 
that  is,  the  REA  itself.  There  were  some 
honest  differences  of  opinion  over  lan¬ 
guage  relating  to  loan  policy.  As  the 
Senator  has  undoubtedly  indicated, 
those  differences  were  voted  on  in  com¬ 
mittee.  We  placed  in  the  report  lan¬ 
guage  that  I  believe  can  be  salutary  and 
helpful.  But,  as  was  said — and  I  wish 
to  make  the  Record  clear — unless  the 
loan  policy  follows  the  language  we  have 
outlined,  the  administration  can  expect 
to  have  more  severe  limitations  and  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  forthcoming  year. 

I  do  not  want  to  have  the  Senator 
from  Florida  singled  out  for  undue  crit¬ 
icism  in  this  regard,  because  the  atti¬ 
tude  in  committee  was  not  one  of  antag¬ 
onism  toward  REA.  To  the  contrary,  it 
was  one  of  respect  for  what  REA  has 
done  and  is  continuing  to  do.  However, 
some  concern  was  expressed  about  loans 
that  did  not  seem  to  meet  the  overall 
standards  and  patterns  of  rural  electri¬ 
fication. 

Other  Senators  and  I  have  had  a  point 
of  view  a  little  different  from  that  of  the 
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Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland] 
and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  but  I  believe  we  have  recon¬ 
ciled  those  points  of  view  rather  well.  I 
hope  that  what  we  have  decided  upon 
will  have  an  effect  upon  the  policy  of 
the  REA  Administrator  and  his  staff. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  join  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  in  that  expression.  I 
have  not  reached  that  part  of  my  report. 
I  was  suggesting,  rather  facetiously,  that 
our  committee  had,  by  its  unanimous 
action,  provided  $125,000  more  for  oper¬ 
ating  expenses,  an  amount  which  was 
earnestly  and  urgently  requested  of  us 
by  the  REA  group,  but  which  seems  to 
have  escaped  their  notice  in  comment¬ 
ing  on  other  parts  of  our  activity,  which 
I  shall  reach  in  my  report  in  a  few  min¬ 
utes.  I  am  glad  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  is  in  the  Chamber. 

Most  Members  of  the  Senate  are  in¬ 
terested  in  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  and  have  read  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  report  dealing  with  generation  and 
transmission  loans  made  under  section  4 
of  the  REA  Act,  as  well  as  loans  made 
under  section  5  of  the  act. 

Before  I  proceed  further,  I  should  say 
that  while  the  loans  that  went  amiss  un¬ 
der  section  5  were  small  in  amount,  they 
have  caused  more  trouble  for  REA  than 
any  other  one  thing  that  REA  has  done. 
The  idea  of  making  two  loans  for  the 
purpose  of  installing  ski  facilities  in 
areas  served  by  REA  has  not  met  with 
popular  reception,  either  on  the  part  of 
any  member  of  our  committee  or,  I 
think,  on  the  part  of  the  general  public. 
I  hope  the  REA  Administrator  will  con¬ 
fine  himself,  in  handling  section  5  loans, 
to  fields  more  nearly  in  accord  with  the 
purpose  and  intent  of  the  act. 

The  statements  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  embody  an  effort  to  preserve  the 
loanmaking  authority  of  the  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  whenever  he  is  unable  to 
negotiate  a  reasonable  power  supply 
contract  from  a  private  power  supplier. 
In  addition  to  the  House  report  require¬ 
ments  whenever  the  REA  Administrator 
makes  a  loan  in  excess  of  $2  million  for 
generation  or  transmission  purposes,  he 
shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  Comptroller  General,  and 
the  Congress  that  he  has  taken  the  three 
steps  recommended  in  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  report  and  that  the  private  sup¬ 
plier  has  been  given  an  opportunity  to 
enter  into  a  reasonable  power  supply 
contract.  In  addition,  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  has  provided  that  at  the  time  he 
makes  a  loan  the  Administrator  of  REA 
shall  provide  the  Comptroller  General 
and  the  Congress  with  the  information 
set  forth  in  points- (1)  through  (11)  on 
page  28  of  the  Senate  committee  report. 

In  addition,  the  Senate  committee  re¬ 
port  further  provides  on  page  28  that: 

With,  respect  to  each  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loan  application,  processed  by  REA 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  procedures, 
the  Administrator  should,  in  order  to  avoid 
dilatory  tactics  or  protracted  delays  on  the 
part  of  either  party  in  such  negotiations  es¬ 
tablish  a  publicly  announced  period  of  time 
during  which  the  survey,  determinations, 
and  negotiations  will  be  carried  on  prior  to  a 
definite  cutoff  date  set  by  the  Administrator. 

The  committee  is  opposed  to  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  dual  rates  in  power  supply  contracts 


1963 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


17085 


and  believes  that  the  cooperatives  should 
state  their  needs  clearly  and  concretely,  and 
that  the  suppliers  of  power  should  in  turn 
clearly  set  forth  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
power  supply  contracts. 

I  know  of  no  Senator  serving  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee  who  feels 
that  the  REA  Administrator  should  be 
precluded  from  the  consideration  of,  and 
the  approval  of  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loans,  and  the  majority  of  the 
committee  believes  that  the  procedures 
set  forth  will  strengthen  and  preserve 
the  REA  program. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  REA  Admin¬ 
istrator  should  make  certain  that  any 
loans  approved  for  the  building  of  gen¬ 
eration  plants,  be  made  only  after  it  is 
evident  that  the  present  supplier  of  pow¬ 
er  requirements  is  attempting  to  impose 
restrictive  rates  or  terms,  or  other  un¬ 
reasonable  conditions  in  a  long-term 
power  supply  contract. 

During  the  course  of  Senate  hearings 
last  spring,  members  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  requested  information  from  the  REA 
Administrator  on  certain  generation  and 
transmission  loans.  The  information 
was  provided  to  the  committee,  but  there 
was  a  delay  of  about  3  weeks  from  the 
time  it  was  originally  requested  until  it 
was  all  furnished. 

Then,  on  June  11,  the  REA  Adminis¬ 
trator  was  requested  to  furnish  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  the  following  information  for 
each  power-type  borrower:  the  number 
of  kilowatt-hours  of  energy  generated  for 
1962,  the  average  cost  of  generating  such 
power  per  kilowatt-hour,  the  price 
charged  to  the  cooperatives  served  by  the 
power-type  borrower,  the  amount  of 
power  purchased,  the  cost  thereof,  and 
the  type  of  power  purchased  together 
with  costs  to  user  cooperatives.  The  in¬ 
formation  supplied  appears,  beginning  on 
page  345  of  the  REA  hearings.  It  again 
required  the  agency  to  spend  about  3 
weeks  to  compile  the  requested  informa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  add  that,  so 
long  drawn  out  were  the  REA  hearings 
after  our  committee  work  was  completed, 
that  we  requested  the  publication  of  the 
other  hearings  without  including  the 
REA  hearings:  and  they  were  published 
in  the  form  of  this  large  volume,  which 
I  hold  in  my  hand,  containing  over  1,500 
pages.  The  REA  hearings  were  neces¬ 
sarily  held  up,  because  both  of  the  con¬ 
tending  groups  requested  additional  time 
to  file  additional  statements,  and  we 
granted  them  the  time  requested:  and 
the  hearings  were  published  separately 
in  another  volume,  consisting  of  some 
365  pages,  both  volumes  of  which  are 
now  printed  and  on  the  desk  of  each 
Senator. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  Florida  will  be  willing 
to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  in  connection  with  his  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  appropriation,  the  items  re¬ 
lating  to  REA,  on  pages  27-29  of  the 
report? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  would  be  happy  to 
do  that,  except  for  the  fact  that  the  same 
request  is  incorporated  in  my  statement 
a  little  later  on.  Therefore,  if  the  Sena¬ 


tor  will  wait,  he  will  find  it  more  appro¬ 
priate  to  have  it  included  then.  If  not,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  have  it  appear  anywhere 
in  the  debate  the  Senator  wishes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  opinion  that  an  agency  which  is  mak¬ 
ing  long-term,  35-year  loans,  involving 
sizable  amounts  of  Federal  funds,  at  a 
nominal  rate  of  interest,  should  be  in  a 
position  to  supply  the  basis  for  its  con¬ 
sideration  and  final  action  upon  such 
loans  promptly  and  fully — whenever  re¬ 
quested  by  a  congressional  committee. 

That  is  one  of  the  reasons  for  the  di¬ 
rections  in  our  report  as  to  the  supply¬ 
ing  of  information  which,  under  the 
recommendations  made  by  me,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  would  have 
been  supplied  directly  to  the  GAO,  but 
will  now  be  supplied  in  brief  form  to  the 
committee  itself,  and  to  the  correspond¬ 
ing  committee  in  the  House,  60  days  be¬ 
fore  action  is  taken;  and  then  it  must  be 
supplemented  by  any  additional  infor¬ 
mation  which  the  committee  may  re¬ 
quire. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  on  this 
point? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  So  that  we  may 
have  a  complete  understanding  of  the 
language  of  the  report  which  represents 
the  understanding  of  the  committee — 
language  in  which  I  personally  had  an 
interest — I  should  like  to  point  out  when 
we  say,  in  the  committee  report,  “may  I 
ask  for  additional  information  from  the 
REA,”  we  are  in  fact  referring  to  a  re¬ 
quest  based  on  action  taken  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  not  just  by  an  individual  mem¬ 
ber  at  any  particular  time.  Does  the 
Senator  agree? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  I  do.  How¬ 
ever,  I  am  not  the  author  of  that  provi¬ 
sion.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  the  author  of  that  provi¬ 
sion;  and  if  that  is  his  interpretation  I 
believe  he  should  state  it.  I  do  not  have 
that  language  before  me  at  this  moment, 
but  I  am  sure  his  interpretation  would 
be  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  I  say  this  because  I  believe  that 
language  in  the  report — “and  such  other 
information  as  the  committee  may  re¬ 
quest” — should  be  clearly  understood  to 
be  the  action  of  the  committee  and  the 
request  of  the  committee,  and  not  just 
that  of  one  member. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  This  language  will 
appear  in  full  at  a  later  point  in  the 
Record,  if  my  request  is  granted.  If  the 
Senator  wishes  to  advert  to  it,  then.T 
hope  he  will  do  so. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  when 
such  requests  were  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  during  the  course  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  it  took,  in  each  instance,  3  weeks 
or  longer  to  get  the  information  re¬ 
quested,  although  it  was  basic  informa¬ 
tion  which  we  thought  must  have  been 
compiled  and  must  have  been  available, 
because  it  had  to  do  with  the  details  of 
the  loans. 

On  July  22,  1963,  after  consultation 
with  some  of  the  members  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  I  addressed  a  letter  to  the  Honor¬ 


able  Joseph  Campbell,  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States.  In  this  letter, 
the  Comptroller  General  was  requested 
to  respond  to  three  questions  in  regard 
to  the  loan  in  the  amount  of  $9,170,000 
to  the  Upshur  Rural  Electric  Coopera¬ 
tive  Corp.  of  Gilmer,  Tex.  He  was  also 
asked  to  submit  to  the  committee  the 
views  of  the  Comptroller  General  as  to 
the  type  of  information  pertaining  to 
generation  and  transmission  loans 
which,  if  the  REA  were  required  to  fur¬ 
nish  to  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
would  be  helpful  to  it  in  an  evaluation 
of  REA  loan  authorization  requests.  In 
addition,  the  Comptroller  General  was 
asked  to  interview  Mr.  Douglas  Wright, 
Administrator  of  the  Southwestern 
Power  Administration,  in  regard  to  cer¬ 
tain  aspects  of  the  cost  of  power,  pro¬ 
posed  interchange,  and  leasing  arrange¬ 
ments  between  SPA  and  the  Upshur  Co¬ 
operative.  Mr.  Campbell’s’  letter  of  Sep¬ 
tember  20  transmits  a  report  on  this 
subject. 

On  July  26,  1963,  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  submitted  informally  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  the  information  which  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  recommended  as 
being  useful  to  the  committee,  in  regard 
to  pending  applications  for  both  genera¬ 
tion  and  major  transmission  loans.  The 
list  of  information  submitted  by  the 
Comptroller  General  is  substantially  the 
same  as  the  11  points  of  information 
which  appear  on  page  28  of  our  commit¬ 
tee  report.  The  only  difference  between 
the  information  listed  by  the  Comptroller 
General  and  the  11  points  listed  in  the 
committee  report  is  that  the  report  lan¬ 
guage  embodies  the  name  and  address 
of  the  applicant-borrower  and  the  date 
of  the  application  as  point  1 ;  and 
point  5  in  the  committee  report  in¬ 
cludes,  in  addition  to  the  language  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
the  words  “including  the  final  offer  by 
the  private  supplier  including  terms  and 
conditions  he  offered  to  meet  applicant’s 
long-term  energy  needs.” 

The  additional  information  requested 
was  inserted,  simply  to  verify  an  exist¬ 
ing  general  requirement  of  the  agency, 
that  applicants  for  generation  loans  sub¬ 
mit,  with  their  application,  the  final  offer 
made  by  the  private  supplier  for  a  power 
contract,  prior  to  submission  of  an  ap¬ 
plication  for  a  generation  loan. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  my  request  that  there 
be  printed  in  the  Record  my  letter  of 
July  22  to  the  Comptroller  General;  the 
information  submitted  by  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  to  the  committee  on  July  26; 
the  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General, 
dated  August  20,  and  identified  as  B- 
152146;  and  the  letter  from  him,  dated 
September  20,  identified  as  B-152146. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  documents  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

TJ.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Appropriations, 

July  22, 1963. 

Hon.  Joseph  Campbell, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Campbell:  This  is  in  reference 
to  discussions  held  with  your  representatives 
on  July  19,  1963,  concerning  certain  gen- 
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eration  and  transmission  loans  approved  by 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration, 
Department  of  Agriculture.  As  expressed 
at  this  meeting  by  Senators  Ellender, 
Young,  and  myself,  we  would  appreciate  the 
assistance  of  the  General  Accounting  Office 
in  reviewing  certain  aspects  of  these  loans. 

Of  primary  concern  to  us  is  an  REA  loan 
of  $9,170,000  to  the  Upshur  Rural  Electric 
Cooperative  Corp.  of  Gilmer,  Tex.  In  con¬ 
nection  with  our  1964  Agricultural  Appro¬ 
priations  hearings,  REA  furnished  us  infor¬ 
mation  stating  that  the  feasibility  of  the 
Upshur  loan  depended  in  part  on  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  Upshur’s  surplus  power  and  energy 
by  the  Southwestern  Power  Administration 
and  the  leasing  by  SPA  of  Upshur’s  trans¬ 
mission  facilities.  SPA  proposes  to  pay  for 
the  surplus  power  and  energy  and  the  leas¬ 
ing  of  the  facilities  out  of  its  continuing 
fund  which  was  established  pursuant  to  the 
Continuing  Fund  Act  (16  U.S.C.  825S). 

We  request  your  opinion  on  the  following 
aspects  of  the  Upshur  loan: 

1.  Does  consideration  of  the  arrangements 
with  SPA  as  a  basis  for  determining  the 
feasibility  of  the  Upshur  loan  contravene 
the  Congressional  policy  behind  the  1951 
amendment  to  the  Continuing  Fund  Act? 
If  so,  does  the  loan  meet  the  feasibility  re¬ 
quirements  of  section  4  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936? 

2.  One  of  the  criteria  used  in  justifying 
the  Upshur  loan  was  to  secure  the  coopera¬ 
tive’s  territorial  integrity  (REA  statement  at 
p.  2555  of  the  House  hearings  on  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriations,  1964) .  Does  the  use 
of  this  criterion  in  connection  with  this  loan 
contravene  the  congressional  policy  of  the 
unserved  persons  clause  to  prevent  federally 
financed  competition  with  existing  utilities? 

3.  The  REA  Administrator  has  stated  that 
the  Upshur  loan  would  save  Upshur  more 
than  three-fourths  of  a  million  dollars  in 
power  costs  during  the  first  10  years  the  fa¬ 
cilities  are  in  operation.  Since  the  interest 
rate  charged  on  the  loan  is  2  percent  and  the 
interest  rate  paid  by  the  Government  is  4 
percent,  the  Government  subsidy  on  this 
loan  for  the  first  10  years  might  be  expected 
to  be  about  20  percent  of  $9,170,000,  or 
$1,834,000.  Is  this  correct  and,  if  so,  is  this 
loan  justifiable  as  a  reasonable  exercise  of 
administrative  discretion  authorized  by  law? 

We  understand  that  you  are  preparing  a 
report  on  your  recent  review  of  certain  as¬ 
pects  of  the  REA  electric  loan  program.  We 
would  appreciate  receiving  from  you  at  this 
time  such  views  as  may  be  expressed  in  your 
proposed  report  concerning  the  type  of  in¬ 
formation  pertaining  to  generation  and 
transmission  loans  which,  if  REA  were  re¬ 
quired  to  furnish  to  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees,  would  help  us  in  our  evaluation  of 
REA  loan  authorization  requests. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  requests,  ar¬ 
rangements  have  been  made  with  Mr. 
Charam  of  your  office  to  furnish  the  com¬ 
mittee  informally  with  certain  information 
on  the  costs  of  production,  delivery,  and 
sale  of  generated  and  purchased  electric 
power,  and  on  leasing  arrangements  related 
to  designated  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration  loans  to  cooperatives  for  generation 
and  transmission  of  electric  power.  The 
Committee  would  appreciate  it  if  your  rep¬ 
resentatives  would  interview  Mr.  Douglas 
Wright,  Administrator  of  SPA,  to  ascertain 
the  basis  for  various  estimates  made  by  him 
as  to  alternate  power  costs;  and  also  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  the  proposed  interchange 
and  leasing  arrangements  between  SPA  and 
Upshur  involve  the  purchase  by  SPA  of  en¬ 
ergy  from  Upshur  at  a  greater  rate  than 
charged  to  Upshur  for  energy  purchased 
from  SPA  and  whether  in  your  opinion 
these  arrangements  involve  any  subsidy  from 
SPA  to  Upshur. 

The  committee  would  appreciate  receipt  of 
all  of  the  foregoing  information  as  promptly 
as  possible.  It  is  acceptable  to  the  Commit¬ 


tee  for  you  to  submit  the  requested  infor¬ 
mation  in  installments  as  available. 

The  fine  cooperation  of  your  representa¬ 
tives  in  theses  matters  is  acknowledged. 
Yours  faithfully, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Chairman,  Subcommittee,  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies. 

Comptroller  General  of  the 

United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.,  August  20, 1963. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Related*  Agencies,  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Your  letter  of  July 
22,  1963,  concerns  a  loan  of  $9,170,000  made 
by  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration 
(REA)  to  the  Upshur  Rural  Electric  Cooper¬ 
ative  Corp.  (Upshur),  of  Gilmer,  Tex. 

You  state  that  in  connection  with  your 
subcommittee’s  hearings  on  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
fiscal  year  1964,  REA  furnished  you  informa¬ 
tion  stating  that  the  feasibility  of  the  Up¬ 
shur  loan  depended  in  part  on  the  purchase 
of  Upshur’s  surplus  power  and  energy  by  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  (SPA) 
and  the  leasing  by  SPA  of  Upshur’s  transmis¬ 
sion  facilities.  You  state  that  SPA  proposes 
to  pay  for  the  surplus  power  and  energy  and 
the  leasing  of  the  facilities  out  of  its  con¬ 
tinuing  fund. 

You  present  three  questions  for  our  con¬ 
sideration  which  will  be  set  forth  below  and 
answered  in  the  order  presented.  Also,  in 
connection  with  an  audit  report  we  are  pre¬ 
paring  on  our  recent  review  of  REA  loan 
activities,  you  state  you  would  appreciate 
receiving  at  this  time  such  views  as  may  be 
expressed  in  the  report  pertaining  to  gener¬ 
ation  and  transmission  loans  which,  if  REA 
were  required  to  furnish  to  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees  would  help  you  in  your 
evaluation  of  REA  loan  authorization  re¬ 
quests. 

In  addition,  you  state  that  arrangements 
have  been  made  with  a  representative  of  our 
Office  to  furnish  your  subcommittee  infor¬ 
mally  with  certain  information  on  the  costs 
of  production,  delivery,  and  sale  of  generated 
and  purchased  electric  power  and  on  leasing 
arrangements  related  to  designated  REA 
loans  to  cooperatives  for  generation  and 
transmission  of  electric  power.  Also,  you 
request  that  we  interview  Mr.  Douglas 
Wright,  Administrator  of  SPA,  to  ascertain 
the  basis  for  various  estimates  made  by  him 
as  to  alternate  power  costs;  and  also  to 
determine  whether  the  proposed  inter¬ 
change  and  leasing  arrangements  between 
SPA  and  Upshur  involve  the  purchase  by 
SPA  of  energy  from  Upshur  at  a  greater 
rate  than  charged  to  Upshur  for  energy  pur¬ 
chased  from  SPA,  and  whether  in  our  opin¬ 
ion  these  arrangements  involve  any  subsidy 
from  SPA  to  Upshur. 

This  letter  will  concern  only  the  three 
questions  presented  in  your  letter.  The  other 
information  you  request  will  be  furnished 
you  in  a  separate  letter. 

Before  answering  your  questions  we  will 
set  forth  in  some  detail  the  pertinent  facts 
concerning  the  Upshur  loan. 

On  February  14,  1963,  the  Administrator, 
REA,  approved  a  $9,170,000  loan  for  a  term 
of  35  years  to  Upshur.  The  loan  was  ap¬ 
proved  for  the  purpose  of  financing  the 
principal  part  of  construction  of  a  38,000- 
kilowatt  net  capability  steam  generating 
plant  near  Ore  City,  Tex.,  190  miles  of  138- 
kilovolt  transmission  line,  65  miles  of  69- 
kilovolt  transmission  line,  78  miles  of  dis¬ 
tribution  line,  distribution  system  improve¬ 
ments,  a  switching  station,  and  substations. 
Upshur  intends  to  use  a  minimum  amount 
of  $700,000  of  its  own  general  funds  to  par¬ 
tially  finance  construction  of  the  above- 
mentioned  facilities. 

Following  construction  of  the  generation 


and  transmission  facilities  in  1965,  Upshur 
expects  to  take  all  its  power  requirements 
from  the  new  generating  plant.  In  addi¬ 
tion  the  Panola-Harrison  Electric  Coopera¬ 
tive,  Inc.  (Panola),  of  Marshall,  Tex.,  will 
take  a  portion  of  its  power  requirements 
from  the  Upshur  plant.  The  present  power 
supply  to  both  cooperatives  is  from  the 
Southwestern  Electric  Power  Co.  (SWEPC). 

According  to  REA  files,  the  planned  190 
miles  of  138-kilovolt  transmission  line  will 
connect  Upshur’s  new  38,000-kilowatt  gen¬ 
erating  plant  to  the  interconnected  high 
voltage  transmission  grid  of  SPA  at  the  SPA 
switching  station  at  Brown,  Okla.  Routing 
of  the  Upshur  transmission  line  will  be 
northward  from  Upshur’s  generating  plant 
to  a  point  near  Idabel,  Okla.,  and  westward 
to  the  Brown  switching  station.  Corre¬ 
spondence  between  SPA  and  Upshur  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  routing  of  Upshur’s  trans¬ 
mission  line  will  permit  at  a  later  date  an 
interconnection  with  the  Broken  Bow  Dam 
of  SPA  which  could  be  used  as  a  source  of 
standby  capacity  for  Upshur  and  will  per¬ 
mit  Upshur  to  obtain  power  from  an  inter¬ 
connection  with  SPA’s  transmission  system 
at  Brown,  Okla.  Such  a  line  would,  accord¬ 
ing  to  SPA,  permit  greater  exchange  and 
utilization  of  power  and  energy  for  Upshur’s 
plant,  thereby  enabling  SPA  to  more  effi¬ 
ciently  and  effectively  load  the  Upshur  gen¬ 
erating  plant  for  the  benefit  of  both  Upshur 
and  SPA. 

Proposed  leasing  arrangements  between 
Upshur  and  SPA  relative  to  the  planned  138- 
kilovolt  transmission  line  are  as  follows: 
The  SPA  will  lease  the  total  capacity  of  the 
138-kilovolt  transmission  line  from  Upshur 
for  a  term  of  40  years.  Under  the  proposed 
lease  SPA  will  pay  Upshur  all  fixed  costs 
(estimated  at  $91,000  per  year  by  REA),  in¬ 
cluding  debt  service,  taxes,  and  necessary  in¬ 
surance  on  about  120  miles  of  the  line.  The 
SPA  will  operate,  maintain,  and  make  nec¬ 
essary  replacements  on  the  entire  190  miles 
of  the  138-kilovolt  transmission  line  be¬ 
tween  the  Brown  switching  station  and  the 
Upshur  generating  plant. 

Under  the  proposed  lease  Upshur  will  have 
priority  over  all  others  to  use  any  portion 
of  the  capacity  of  the  138-kilovolt  trans¬ 
mission  line  remaining  after  the  contrac- 
tural  obligations  of  SPA  and  the  cooperative 
have  been  fulfilled  for  its  operations.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  REA,  Upshur  will  also  have  the 
right  to  use  the  generating  capacity  of  the 
SPA  system  at  no  transmission  cost  to  serve 
Upshur’s  customers  at  any  point  on  the 
SPA  system  where  SPA  has  a  point  of  inter¬ 
connection  with  such  customers.  In  return 
Upshur  will  provide  a  like  amount  of  gen¬ 
erating  capacity  to  SPA. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  SPA  will,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  leasing  the  138-kilovolt  transmission 
line  of  Upshur,  purchase  from  Upshur  sur¬ 
plus  capacity  of  the  generating  plant  at 
the  annual  rate  of  $9  per  kilowatt  according 
to  a  schedule  of  surplus  capacity  which  will 
be  incorporated  in  a  future  contract  be¬ 
tween  Upshur  and  SPA.  A  power  planning 
analysis  prepared  by  REA  shows  that  the 
surplus  in  1965  is  estimated  to  be  16,600 
kilowatts  (44  perecnt  of  plant  capacity)  de¬ 
clining  to  1,900  kilowatts  (5  percent  of  plant 
capacity)  in  1974.  The  analysis  also  shows 
that  the  total  surplus  capacity  of  the  Up¬ 
shur  plant  from  1965  through  1974  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  94,600  kilowatts  and  is  estimated 
to  result  in  surplus  capacity  sales  amounting 
to  $851,400  to  SPA.  Upshur  would  be  able 
to  recover  any  portion  of  the  surplus  capac¬ 
ity  SPA  would  have  under  the  proposed 
agreement,  3  years  after  giving  SPA  written 
notice.  According  to  REA,  the  generation 
costs  allocable  to  the  surplus  capacity  being 
generated  by  Upshur  will  not  be  less  than 
the  annual  rate  of  $9  per  kilowatt.  Since 
SPA  will  be  paying  Upshur  $9  per  kilowatt, 
this  would  mean  that  Upshur  will  not  profit 
from  the  sale  of  surplus  capacity  to  SPA. 
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SPA  and  Upshur  contemplate  that  Up¬ 
shur’s  generating  plant  will  not  be  required 
to  operate  at  a  capacity  of  less  than  10,000 
kilowatts  between  the  hours  of  10  p.m.  and 
6  a.m.  on  weekdays  and  all  day  on  Satur¬ 
days,  Sundays,  and  holidays.  When  the 
generating  plant  is  not  in  operation,  Upshur 
and  Panola  will  use  the  generating  capacity 
of  SPA  supplied  by  means  of  the  138-kilo¬ 
volt  transmission  line  provided  for  in  the 
REA  loan  to  Upshur.  SPA  and  Upshur  ex¬ 
pect  to  operate  their  generation  facilities 
so  that  energy  exchanges  between  them  will 
be  balanced  off  annually.  In  case  it  is  not 
possible  to  balance  energy  off  annually,  either 
party  will  be  compensated  annually  during 
the  period  1965  to  1970  for  the  net  balance 
of  energy  due  from  the  other  party  at  the 
rate  of  2.25  mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  Our 
review  of  REA  flies  showed  that  during  the 
period  1965  to  1970  fuel  cost  (the  only 
production  cost  that  varies  directly  with 
energy  generated)  for  the  Upshur  gener¬ 
ating  plant  is  estimated  by  REA  to  be  2.223 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour  and  2.667  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour  during  the  period  1970 
through  1974.  Our  review  of  REA  flies  did 
not  disclose  SPA’s  estimated  cost  of  energy. 

According  to  REA,  the  feasibility  of  the 
loan  to  Upshur  is  in  part  dependent  on  the 
proposed  lease  arrangement  and  sale  of  sur¬ 
plus  capacity  to  SPA.  Sales  of  surplus  ca¬ 
pacity  to  SPA  during  the  years  1965  through 
1974  are  estimated  by  REA  to  amount  to 
$851,400.  The  combined  savings  to  Upshur 
and  Panola  from  self-generation  of  their 
power  requirements  and  sale  of  surplus  ca¬ 
pacity  to  SPA  is  estimated  by  REA  to  be 
$772,400. 

The  loan  to  Upshur  approved  by  the  REA 
Administrator  provides  that  the  loan  funds, 
except  for  $615,500  for  distribution  line  fa¬ 
cilities,  will  not  be  advanced  until,  among 
other  things,  agreements  for  the  lease  and 
operation  of  the  138-kilovolt  transmission 
line  and  related  facilities,  furnishing  of 
standby  power  for  the  plant,  and  the  ex¬ 
change  of  power  and  energy  are  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  REA  Administrator. 
The  Administrator,  SPA,  advised  us  in  an 
interview  on  July  24,  1963,  that  a  contract 
between  Upshur  and  SPA  had  not  been 
signed  and  that  the  terms  of  the  final  con¬ 
tract  may  be  different  than  those  proposed 
for  the  contract.  He  also  advised  that  any 
agreement  made  by  SPA  with  Upshur  would 
include  a  provision  that,  to  the  extent  funds 
are  provided,  payments  will  be  made,  but 
that  if  funds  are  not  provided,  SPA  could 
not  be  required  to  perform  under  the  agree¬ 
ment. 

Your  first  question  is: 

“1.  Does  consideration  of  the  arrange¬ 
ments  with  SPA  as  a  basis  for  determining 
the  feasibility  of  the  Upshur  loan  contravene 
the  Congressional  policy  behind  the  1951 
amendment  to  the  Continuing  Fund  Act? 
If  so,  does  the  loan  meet  the  feasibility  re¬ 
quirements  of  section  4  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936?” 

There  was  included  in  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  Appropriation  Act,  1950,  approved  Oc¬ 
tober  12,  1949,  ch.  680,  63  Stat.  765,  767,  the 
following  provision — quoting  from  16  U.S.C. 
825s-l. 

“All  receipts  from  the  transmission  and 
sale  of  electric  power  and  energy  under  the 
provisions  of  section  825s  of  this  title,  gen¬ 
erated  or  purchased  in  the  southwestern 
power  area,  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treas¬ 
ury  of  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous 
receipts,  except  that  the  Treasury  shall  set 
up  and  maintain  from  such  receipts  a  con¬ 
tinuing  fund  of  $300,000,  including  the  sum 
of  $100,000  in  the  continuing  fund  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  Administrator  of  the  South¬ 
western  Power  Administration  in  the  First 
Supplemental  National  Defense  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1944  (57  Stat.  621),  which  shall  be 
transferred  to  the  fund  established;  and  said 
fund  of  $300,000  shall  be  placed  to  the  credit 


of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be  subject  to  check 
by  him  to  defray  emergency  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  to  insure  continuity  of  electric  service 
and  continuous  operation  of  the  facilities, 
and  to  cover  all  costs  in  connection  with  the 
purchase  of  electric  power  and  energy  and 
rentals  for  the  use  of  facilities  for  the  trans¬ 
mission  and  distribution  of  electric  power 
and  energy  to  public  bodies,  cooperatives, 
and  privately  owned  companies.” 

The  law  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  provision  quoted  above  gave  the  ad¬ 
ministrator  of  SPA  authority  to  use  moneys 
from  a  $100,000  continuing  fund  only  to 
“defray  emergency  expenses  and  to  insure 
continuous  operation.”  Thus,  it  is  clear  that 
the  quoted  provision  of  law  broadened  the 
power  vested  in  the  administrator  in  that  it 
authorized  him  to  use  the  continuing  fund 
established  therein  to  pay  the  cost  of  pur¬ 
chasing  power  and  energy  and  renting  trans¬ 
mission  lines  as  well  as  to  defray  emergency 
expenses. 

The  legislative  history  of  the  1950  act  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  floor  debate  thereon  in  the 
Senate  concerned  in  part,  the  use  of  the 
continuing  fund  to  purchase  power  and  lease 
lines  from  private  commercial  utility  com¬ 
panies,  as  distinguished  from  cooperatives. 
However,  we  found  nothing  specific  in  the 
legislative  history  to  indicate  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  intended  to  prohibit  the  use  of  the  fund 
by  the  administrator  of  SPA  to  purchase 
power  or  rent  transmission  lines  from  REA 
cooperatives  if  necessary,  nor  did  we  find  any 
specific  indication  as  to  the  intent  of  the 
House  on  this  point.  We  are  aware  that  the 
continuing  fund  provision,  as  it  passed  the 
House,  would  have  enabled  SPA  to  use  the 
continuing  fund  to  rent  “transmission  lines 
and  appurtenant  facilities”  and  that  the  bill 
was  amended  in  the  Senate  to  preclude  the 
use  of  the  fund  for  rental  of  “appurtenant 
facilities,”  and  as  amended  was  enacted  into 
law.  Therefore,  in  view  of  the  clear  and 
unambiguous  language  used  in  the  provision 
in  question,  that  provision  made  the  con¬ 
tinuing  fund  available  to  SPA  to  purchase 
power  or  rent  transmission  lines  in  order  to 
furnish  electric  power  and  energy  to  public 
bodies,  cooperatives  or  commercial  private 
power  companies. 

A  proviso  was  added  to  the  continuing 
fund  provision  quoted  above  by  the  Interior 
Department  Appropriation  Act,  1952,  ap¬ 
proved  August  31,  1951  (Pub.  L.  136,  ch.  375, 
65  Stat.  248,  249,  16  U.S.C.  825s-l),  which 
reads  as  follows — quoting  from  the  code: 

“Provided,  That  expenditures  from  this 
fund  to  cover  such  costs  in  connection  with 
the  purchase  of  electric  power  and  energy 
and  rentals  for  the  use  of  facilities  are  to  be 
made  only  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  ap¬ 
proved  annually  in  appropriation  Acts.” 

The  legislative  history  of  H.R.  3790,  the 
bill  which  became  the  Interior  Department 
Appropriation  Act,  1952,  discloses  that  the 
following  amendment  was  offered  to  the  bill 
on  the  floor  of  the  House: 

“Provided,  further,  That  all  receipts  from 
the  transmission  and  sale  of  electric  power 
and  energy  under  the  provisions  of  section 
5  of  the  Flood  Control  Aot  of  December  22, 
1944  (16  UJS.C.  825s),  generated  or  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  Southwestern  Power  Admini¬ 
stration,  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  as  miscellaneous  re¬ 
ceipts,  except  that  the  Treasury  shall  set 
up  and  maintain  from  such  receipts  a  con¬ 
tinuing  fund  of  $250,000,  and  said  fund  shall 
be  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  Secretary,  and 
shall  be  subject  to  check  by  him  to  defray 
emergency  expenses  necessary  to  insure  con¬ 
tinuity  of  electric  service  and  continuous 
operation  of  Government  facilities  in  said 
area,  and  that  no  funds  from  such  receipts 
herein  appropriated  or  previously  authorized 
or  appropriated  shall  be  subject  to  check  by 
the  Secretary  for  the  purchase  of  power  or 
lease  of  transmission  facilities,  except  under 


these  limitations  relating  to  emergency  con¬ 
ditions.” 

This  amendment,  if  adopted,  would  have 
precluded  SPA  from  using  the  continuing 
fund  for  purchasing  power  or  leasing  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  except  under  emergency 
conditions  and  that  apparently  was  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment.  However,  before 
the  House  had  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
the  amendment  a  point  of  order  was  made 
against  the  amendment  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill 
and  the  point  of  order  was  sustained.  A 
subsequent  amendment  offered  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  which  apparently  was  intended 
to  accomplish  the  same  purpose  as  the  one 
against  which  the  point  of  order  was  sus¬ 
tained  was  also  ruled  out  on  a  point  of  order 
(made  on  the  basis  that  the  amendment 
was  not  germane  to  the  matter  under  con¬ 
sideration)  .  Thus,  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House  did  not  preclude  the  use  of  the  con¬ 
tinuing  fund  by  SPA  to  purchase  power  or 
rent  transmission  lines. 

The  legislative  history  of  the  bill  further 
discloses  that  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  reported  out  H.R.  3790  with  the 
recommendation  that  the  continuing  fund 
provision  in  the  1950  appropriation  act  be 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Provided,  That  the  following  paragraph 
under  the  heading  ‘Office  of  the  Secretary, 
continuing  fund,  power  transmission  facili¬ 
ties,’  in  the  Interior  Department  Appropria¬ 
tion  Aot,  1950  (Public  Law  350,  Eighty-first 
Congress),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘CONTINUING  FUND 

“  ‘Continuing  fund,  power  transmission 
facilities:  All  receipts  from  the  transmission 
and  sale  of  electric  power  and  energy  under 
the  provisions  of  section  5  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (16  U.S.C. 
825s) ,  generated  or  purchased  in  the  south¬ 
western  power  area,  shall  be  covered  into  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  as  miscellane¬ 
ous  receipts,  except  that  the  Treasury  shall 
set  up  and  maintain  from  such  receipts  a 
continuing  fund  of  $300,000,  including  the 
sum  of  $100,000  in  the  continuing  fund  es¬ 
tablished  under  the  Administrator  of  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  in  the 
First  Supplemental.  National  Defense  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1944  (57  Stat.  621),  which  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  fund  hereby  estab¬ 
lished:  and  said  fund  of  $300,000  shall  be 
placed  to  the  credit  of  the  Secretary  and 
shall  be  subject  to  check  by  him  to  defray 
emergency  expenses  necessary  to  insure  con¬ 
tinuity  of  electric  service  and  continuous 
operation  of  the  facilities.’  ” 

This  amendment  was  adopted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  if  enacted  into  law,  would  have 
precluded  SPA  from  using  the  continuing 
fund  to  purchase  power  or  to  lease  trans¬ 
mission  lines  except  to  defray  emergency 
expenses  necessary  to  insure  continuity  of 
service  and  continuous  operation  of  the  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  purpose  of  the  amendment  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  statement  made  by  Senator  Mc- 
Carran  during  floor  debate  thereon  (see  97 
Congressional  Record,  July  9,  1951,  7975) 
was  “to  place  the  continuing  fund  of  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  on  the 
same  basis  that  is  recommended  for  the 
continuing  fund  of  the  Southeastern  Power 
Administration;  and  on  the  same  basis  that 
is  recommended  for  the  continuing  fund  for 
the  Bonneville  Power  Administration.” 
Senator  McCarran  also  stated  that  the  con¬ 
tinuing  fund  df  SPA  had  become  an  issue 
“because  the  fund,  since  its  use  was  ex¬ 
panded  in  the  Interior  Appropriation  Act  of 
1950,  has  been  used  as  a  device  through 
which  the  Southwestern  Power  Administra¬ 
tion  is  acquiring  facilities  and  expanding  in 
a  manner  that  was  never  contemplated  by 
the  Congress.  The  Senator  continued  as  fol¬ 
lows: 
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*‘I  will  point  out  the  details  of  this  In  just 
a  moment.  The  acquisition  of  facilities  and 
the  expansion  of  the  operation  are  being  ac¬ 
complished  by  the  method  of  the  South¬ 
western  Power  Administration  entering  into 
lease  and  purchase  agreements  with  so-called 
REA  super-co-ops,  whereby  the  super  co-ops 
borrow  money  from  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  to  construct  transmission 
lines  and  build  steam  generating  plants. 
To  make  the  loan  feasible,  the  super  co-ops 
must  demonstrate  that  such  loans  will  be 
repaid.  The  lease  and  purchase  agreement 
contracts  between  the  super  co-ops  and  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  is  the 
guaranty  for  the  loan.  These  agreements 
extend  for  40  years  and  at  the  end  of  such 
time,  when  the  loan  has  been  repaid,  the 
facilities  will  belong  to  the  Southwestern 
Power  Administration,  an  agency  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior.” 

The  amendment  recommended  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committee  was  adopted 
by  the  Senate  and  the  bill  subsequently 
went  to  conference.  The  legislative  history 
discloses  that  the  conferees  reported  this 
amendment  in  disagreement.  Subsequently 
the  House  receded  from  its  disagreement  to 
the  amendment  and  concurred  in  the  Senate 
amendment  with  an  amendment  which  add¬ 
ed  the  proviso  in  question  to  the  law  estab¬ 
lishing  the  continuing  fund.  The  Senate 
concurred  in  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  Senate  amendment,  and  the  proviso 
was  enacted  into  law.  However,  there  was 
no  discussion  in  the  House  or  Senate  con¬ 
cerning  the  proviso.  Thus,  it  is  not  clear 
what  the  Congress  had  in  mind  when  it 
adopted  the  conference  report,  other  than 
what  is  provided  in  the  clear  and  unambig¬ 
uous  language  of  the  proviso. 

The  proviso  differs  from  the  amendment 
offered  in  the  House  and  ruled  out  on  a  point 
of  order,  and  the  Senate  amendment  on 
which  the  conferees  failed  to  agree,  in  that 
the  proviso  permits  the  use  of  the  continu¬ 
ing  fund  to  purchase  power  and  rent  trans¬ 
mission  lines  in  amounts  as  may  be  ap¬ 
proved  annually  in  appropriation  acts.  The 
amendment  offered  in  the  House  and  the 
Senate  amendment  would  have  precluded 
the  use  of  the  continuing  fund  for  such 
purposes. 

Thus,  as  far  as  SPA  is  concerned  the  use 
of  the  continuing  fund  to  purchase  power 
and  lease  transmission  lines  from  either 
REA  cooperatives  or  private  commercial 
utility  companies  would  not  contravene  the 
intent  of  Congress  as  expressed  in  the  proviso 
in  question  as  long  as  expenditures  from 
the  continuing  fund  for  such  purposes  were 
not  in  amounts  in  excess  of  those  approved 
annually  in  appropriation  acts.  Moreover, 
since  there  was  no  discussion  in  the  House 
or  Senate  concerning  the  purpose  and  intent 
of  the  language  used  in  the  proviso  and 
nothing  in  the  conference  report  thereon  we 
are  unable  to  determine  whether  considera¬ 
tion  by  REA  of  the  arrangements  with  SPA 
as  a  basis  for  determining  the  feasibility  of 
the  Upshur  loan  contravenes  the  congres¬ 
sional  policy  behind  the  proviso  amending 
the  continuing  fund  provision. 

As  to  whether  an  REA  loan  to  a  coopera¬ 
tive,  the  economic  feasibility  of  which  is 
dependent  on  payments  to  be  made  by  SPA 
from  its  “continuing  fund”  to  the  coopera¬ 
tive  for  power  and  rental  of  transmission 
facilities,  meets  the  feasibility  requirements 
of  section  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (RE  Act),  7  U.S.C.  904, 
section  4,  provides  that  REA  loans  “shall 
be  on  such  terms  and  conditions  relating 
to  the  expenditure  of  the  moneys  loaned 
and  the  security  therefor  as  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  shall  determine.”  Section  4  requires 
that  the  REA  Administrator  find  and  certify 
that  in  his  judgment  the  security  for  the 
loan  is  reasonably  adequate  and  that  the 
loan  will  be  repaid  within  the  time  agreed. 
Presumably,  In  order  to  comply  with  these 


requirements  the  Administrator  of  REA 
makes  an  evaluation  of  the  proposed  loan 
to  ascertain  whether  it  is  “economically 
feasible”  and  if  he  so  finds  makes  a  deter¬ 
mination  to  that  effect. 

Thus,  under  section  4  discretion  is  vested 
in  the  Administrator  to  determine  whether 
a  loan  is  economically  feasible  and  his  deci¬ 
sion  may  not  be  challenged  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  of  an  abuse  of  the  discretion 
vested  in  him.  Under  existing  law  (16  U.S.C. 
825-1)  the  continuing  fund  is  available  to 
cover  such  costs  only  in  amounts  as  may 
be  approved  annually  in  appropriation  acts 
and  the  Administrator  would  not  be  justi¬ 
fied,  in  our  opinion,  in  assuming  that  the 
present  Congress  or  a  future  Congress  will 
or  will  not  appropriate  funds  or  make  funds 
available  for  a  particular  purpose.  It  would 
seem  apparent  that  it  would  be  an  abuse 
of  discretion  by  the  Administrator  to  find 
that  a  loan  is  economically  feasible  if  such 
finding  of  feasibility  is  clearly  based  as  an 
essential  factor,  or  payments  for  power  or 
rental  of  transmission  lines  to  be  made  by 
SPA  over  a  period  of  years  from  its  continu¬ 
ing  fund  to  the  cooperative,  without  which 
payments  the  loan  would  not  be  economically 
feasible  and  could  not  be  repaid  by  the 
cooperative. 

However,  in  connection  with  the  Upshur 
loan  we  have  been  advised  by  REA  as  follows : 

“While  the  REA  Administrator’s  feasibility 
determination  was  partially  based  on  the 
SPA  arrangement,  and  such  partial  reliance 
clearly  appears  to  have  involved  an  appro¬ 
priate  exercise  of  his  statutory  discretion, 
due  recognition  was,  of  course,  given  to  the 
continuing  fund  contingency  associated  with 
that  arrangement.  If  entered  into,  the  con¬ 
tract  would  be  designed  to  achieve  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  maximum  utilization  of  the  proposed 
generating  and  transmission  facilities 
through  interconnection  and  power  ex¬ 
change.  It  is  recognized  in  the  electric  in¬ 
dustry  that  integration  arrangements  among 
power  suppliers  provide  a  means  of  bringing 
to  the  ultimate  consumer,  of  all  parties  to 
such  an  arrangement,  the  benefits  of  the 
reliable,  abundant,  low-cost  power  made  pos¬ 
sible  by  the  constantly  improving  technology 
of  the  industry.  From  a  purely  economic 
and  technological  point  of  view,  therefore, 
it  is  to  be  assumed  that,  if  operations  under 
the  SPA  arrangement  are  suspended  or  ter¬ 
minated,  alternative  arrangements  would  be 
available  with  other  suppliers.  The  nature 
of  such  alternative  arrangements  and  their 
financial  consequences  cannot,  of  course,  be 
forecast  with  precision.  Nevertheless,  it 
would  appear  clear  that,  based  on  his  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  technological  and  economic  fac¬ 
tors  referred  to,  the  Administrator  could 
reasonably  assume  that  such  alternative  ar¬ 
rangements  would  be  available  and  would 
significantly  reduce,  if  not  wholly  eliminate, 
the  adverse  effect  of  suspension  or  termina¬ 
tion  of  continuing  fund  payments. 

“Finally,  a  crucial  element  of  every  feasi¬ 
bility  judgment  made  by  the  REA  Admin¬ 
istrator  is  the  forecast  of  use  by  the  bor¬ 
rower’s  consumers  and  of  the  revenues  which 
will  be  derived  from  that  use.  Repayment 
of  REA  loans  is,  in  the  final  analysis,  de¬ 
pendent  on  consumer  usage  and  related  rev¬ 
enues.  To  the  extent  that  suspension  or 
termination  of  the  contemplated  SPA  ar¬ 
rangement  may  result  in  increased  power 
costs,  Upshur  may  be  required  to  increase 
rates  to  its  ultimate  consumers  in  order  to 
maintain  revenues  at  a  level  sufficient  to 
repay  its  loan.” 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  we  cannot  say 
that  the  Upshur  loan  would  not  meet  the 
feasibility  requirements  of  section  4  of  the 
RE  Act. 

Question  No.  2: 

“2.  One  of  the  criteria  used  in  justifying 
the  Upshur  loan  was  to  secure  the  coopera¬ 
tive’s  territorial  integrity  (REA  statement  at 
page  2555  of  the  House  hearings  on  Agricul¬ 


tural  Appropriations,  1964).  Does  the  use  of 
this  criterion  In  connection  with  this  loan 
contravene  the  congressional  policy  of  the 
unserved  persons  clause  to  prevent  federally 
financed  competition  with  existing 
utilities?” 

Section  4  of  the  RE  Act  authorizes  the 
Administrator  of  REA  to  make  loans  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  generation  and 
transmission  facilities  to  furnish  electric 
energy  to  persons  in  rural  areas  not  receiv¬ 
ing  central  station  service.  Assuming  the 
loan  is  economically  feasible,  the  only 
limitation  in  the  RE  Act  on  the  authority  of 
the  Administrator  to  make  this  type  of  loan 
is  that  the  loan  must  be  for  the  purpose  of 
serving  unserved  persons  in  rural  areas. 

Although  the  literal  language  of  section 
4  would  appear  to  preclude  the  making  of 
a  loan  to  serve  a  person  who  is  receiving  cen¬ 
tral  station  service,  REA  has  long  interpreted 
the  RE  Act  to  authorize  the  making  of  gen¬ 
erating  and  transmission  loans  to  serve  per¬ 
sons  already  receiving  central  station  service 
who  obtained  such  service  initially  through 
REA  financed  facilities.  We  understand  that 
it  is  the  position  of  REA  that  the  authority 
to  finance  service  to  RE  Act  beneficiaries  is 
not  exhausted  by  the  loan  for  distribution 
facilities  which  initially  provided  central 
station  service  for  them.  REA  is  of  the  view 
that  its  authority  to  make  loans  to  serve 
unserved  persons  is  a  continuing  authority 
to  finance  additional  facilities  authorized  by 
the  RE  Act  to  provide  for  the  beneficiaries’ 
increasing  power  requirements  and  includes 
the  authority  to  finance  generation  and 
transmission  facilities  for  their  benefit  at  the 
time  deemed  advantageous  for  them.  We  are 
advised  that  pursuant  to  this  interpretation 
of  the  RE  Act,  REA  has  made  such  loans  for 
years  with  the  full  knowledge  and  approval 
of  the  Congress. 

In  connection  with  the  authority  of  the 
Administrator  to  continue  to  make  loans  for 
the  benefit  of  persons  already  receiving  cen¬ 
tral  station  service  who  obtained  such  serv¬ 
ice  initially  through  REA  financed  facili¬ 
ties  your  attention  is  invited  to  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  21,  86th  Congress,  1st  session,  which 
reads,  in  part,  as  follows: 

“That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as 
amended,  continue  to  be  interpreted  to  au¬ 
thorize  *  *  *  loans  for  the  construction  of  fa¬ 
cilities  to  (1)  bring  electric  service  to  per¬ 
sons  in  those  areas  defined  in  the  act  as 
rural  areas  if  such  persons  are  in  fact  not 
receiving  central  station  service,  and  (2) 
continue  to  serve  those  who  are  presently 
being  served  with  the  aid  of  funds  loaned 
under  the  act.” 

Also,  REA’s  interpretation  of  the  RE  Act 
was,  in  effect,  approved  by  the  U.S.  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  in  Kansas 
City  Power  and  Light  v.  McKay,  115  F.  Supp. 
402,  wherein  the  court  said: 

“The  exercise  of  any  one  of  the  first  three 
above  enumerated  powers,  in  the  court’s 
opinion,  does  not  exclude  the  others  and  does 
not  prevent  the  concurrent  or  consecutive 
(later)  exercise  of  another  loan  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  development  of  a  prior  au¬ 
thorization.  To  construe  the  language  oth¬ 
erwise  would  defeat  the  obvious  purpose  of 
the  statute  and  would  nullify,  in  most  in¬ 
stances,  the  authority  delegated  by  Congress, 
for,  as  a  practical  matter.  Congress  has  re¬ 
peatedly  been  advised  and  informed  of  REA 
policy  and  practice  and  has  consistently 
given  its  approval  to  the  administrative  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  REA  officials  and  others. 
Therefore,  for  the  reasons  stated  above,  the 
court  is  unable  to  conclude  that  the  deter¬ 
mination  made  by  the  Administrator  based 
upon  his  specialized  experience  and  informa¬ 
tion  to  the  effect  that  repeated  loans  each 
of  which,  like  the  original  loan,  was  made 
for  the  single  ultimate  purpose  of  supplying 
electrical  service  to  persons  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  existing  in  connection  with  the 
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loans  involved,  is  in  conflict  with  the  powers 
delegated  to  his  office  by  Congress  to  make 
loans  ‘to  persons  *  *  *  who  are  not  receiving 
central  station  service  *  *  *.’  Consequently, 
the  court  finds  that  the  course  pursued  by 
the  Administrator  in  authorizing  the  loan 
under  discussion  under  this  heading  is  not 
violative  of  the  act  and  that  the  loan  con¬ 
tracts  do  not  violate  the  central  station 
provision  of  the  RE  Act.” 

As  far  as  we  are  aware  the  above-cited 
court  decision  constitutes  the  highest  Fed¬ 
eral  judicial  interpretation  of  the  RE  Act 
in  connection  with  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loans.  The  judgment  of  the  district 
Court  in  this  case  was  subsequently  vacated 
by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  (96  U.S.  App.  D.C.  273) 
and  the  complaint  dismissed  on  the  basis 
that  plaintiff  had  no  standing  to  sue. 

The  record  indicates  that  the  persons  for 
whose  benefit  the  Upshur  loan  is  being  made 
initially  obtained  central  station  service 
through  REA-financed  facilities. 

In  connection  with  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loans  it  has  been  the  policy  of  REA 
over  the  years  to  authorize  such  loans  only 
under  two  conditions,  or  criteria,  namely: 

“A.  Where  no  adequate  and  dependable 
source  of  power  is  available  to  meet  the  con¬ 
sumers’  needs,  or 

‘‘B.  Where  the  rates  offered  by  existing 
power  sources  would  result  in  a  higher  cost 
of  power  for  the  consumers  than  the  cost 
from  facilities  financed  by  REA.” 

We  understand  that  REA  has  made  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmission  loans  for  many 
years  under  this  policy  and  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  made  funds  available  for  such 
loans  with  full  knowledge  thereof. 

On  May  31,  1961,  REA  added  a  third  cri¬ 
terion  under  which  it  will  approve  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  loans  (see  REA  Bul¬ 
letin  20-6  dated  May  31,  1961),  namely: 

“C.  Where  generation  and  transmission  fa¬ 
cilities  are  necessary  to  protect  the  security 
and  effectiveness  of  REA-financed  systems.” 

In  connection  with  this  third  criterion  the 
Administrator  has  stated  that  (p.  28,  Sen¬ 
ate  hearings  on  agricultural  appropriations 
for  1963)  : 

“In  considering  applications  for  new  REA- 
financed  generation  and  transmission  facili¬ 
ties,  REA  must  consider  the  future  security 
and  effectiveness  of  the  cooperative  rural 
electric  distribution  systems  to  be  served. 
This  is  important  both  to  assure  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  full  repayment  of  loans  already  ad¬ 
vanced  and  to  protect  ,  the  growing  invest¬ 
ment  of  rural  people  in  their  cooperative 
systems. 

“The  future  security  of  these  systems  re¬ 
quires  that  they  continue  to  serve  the  areas 
they  developed  in  good  faith,  areas  which 
the  utilities  had  long  neglected  and  passed 
by  without  service.  The  future  effectiveness 
of  these  systems  depends  upon  their  ability 
to  serve  the  larger  as  well  as  the  smaller 
loans  (loads)  in  their  areas  without  inter¬ 
ference  or  restriction  by  unfriendly  power 
suppliers.  Serving  the  larger  loads  makes 
possible  operating  economies  which  increase 
the  efficiency  of  the  systems  and  pave  the 
way  for  lower  cost  electric  service  to  all 
rural  users  in  their  service  areas. 

“Reliance  for  wholesale  power  supply  on  a 
utility  that  at  the  same  time  admittedly 
seeks  to  serve  at  retail  the  territory  of  its 
wholesale  customers,  places  the  interests  of 
the  cooperative  distribution  system  in  jeop¬ 
ardy.  When  this  situation  exists  against  the 
background  of  persistent  and  demonstrated 
hostility  of  the  power  supplier,  this  Jeopardy 
clearly  becomes  too  great  to  tolerate.” 

The  Administrator  has  also  stated  with 
respect  to  the  third  criterion  that  (p.  1629, 
House  hearings  on  Department  of  Agriculture 
appropriation  for  1963)  : 

“Now  the  term  ‘security  and  effectiveness’ 
is  meant  to  cover  the  security  of  these  REA- 
financed  systems  and  their  ability  to  survive. 


‘Effectiveness’  is  effectiveness  in  terms  of 
doing  the  most  efficient,  most  economical, 
and  most  favorable  Job  for  the  farmers  and 
the  rural  people  that  these  system  are  set  up 
to  serve.” 

The  record  discloses  that  the  Upshur  loan 
was  based  on  the  second  and  third  criteria 
set  out  in  REA  Bulletin  20-6.  From  the 
House  hearings  on  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  appropriations  for  1964  (pp.  2504- 
2507,  2555-2558)  it  appears  that  because 
of  certain  actions  on  the  part  of  Upshur’s 
present  power  supplier  the  Administrator  of 
REA  determined  that  the  loan  in  question 
was  necessary  (as  far  as  pertinent  here)  in 
order  to  assure  Upshur  an  adequate  supply 
of  power  free  from  limitations  imposed  on 
Upshur  by  its  present  power  supplier.  A 
statement  furnished  the  House  subcommit¬ 
tee  by  REA  on  the  Upshur  loan  contains  the 
following  statement  (p.  2558  of  the  hear¬ 
ings)  : . 

“Upshur  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  can¬ 
not  rely  on  SWEPC  as  a  source  of  the  power 
it  needs  to  meet  its  financial  obligation  to 
the  Government  or  its  service  obligations  to 
its  members.” 

From  the  last  quoted  statement  it  appears 
that  the  Administrator  determined  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  so-called  third  criterion 
that  the  loan  in  question  was  necessary  in 
order  to  enable  the  cooperative  to  continue 
to  furnish  central  station  service  for  the 
benefit  of  persons  who  are  proper  benefi¬ 
ciaries  under  the  Rural  Electrification  Act, 
i.e.,  to  persons  who  were  unserved  persons 
in  rural  areas  and  who  initially  obtained 
central  station  service  through  REA  financed 
facilities.  In  other  words  the  Administra¬ 
tor’s  statement  indicates  that  without  the 
loan  Upshur  may  not  be  able  to  continue  to 
furnish  central  station  service  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  Rural  Electrification  Act  beneficiaries. 

The  Upshur  loan  recommendation  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  REA  Administrator  states  that 
the  recommendation  is  based  on  a  critical 
need  for  a  continuing  source  .of  wholesale 
power  free  from  constant  threats  to  the  se¬ 
curity  and  effectiveness  of  the  cooperatives. 
In  connection  with  this  justification  for  the 
loan,  the  loan  recommendation  mentions 
various  actions  by  the  Southwestern  Electric 
Power  Co.  which  are  stated  to  have  pre¬ 
vented  the  cooperatives  from  practicing 
utility  responsibilities  within  their  respective 
areas. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  we  cannot  say 
that  the  use  of  the  third  criterion  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Upshur  loan  contravenes 
the  congressional  policy  of  the  unserved  per¬ 
sons  clause  of  section  4  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  to  prevent  federally  financed 
competition  with  existing  utilities. 

Your  third  question  reads: 

"3.  The  REA  Administrator  has  stated  that 
the  Upshur  loan  would  save  Upshur  more 
than  three-fourths  of  a  million  dollars  in 
power  costs  during  the  first  10  years  the 
facilities  are  in  operation.  Since  the  in¬ 
terest  rate  charged  on  the  loan  is  2  percent 
and  the  interest  rate  paid  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  4  percent,  the  Government  subsidy 
on  this  loan  for  the  first  10  years  might  be 
expected  to  be  about  20  percent  of  $9,170,000, 
or  $1,834,000.  Is  this  correct  and,  if  so,  is 
this  loan  justifiable  as  a  reasonable  exercise 
of  administrative  discretion  authorized  by 
law?” 

As  to  the  first  part  of  your  third  question, 
the  interest  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  around  the  time  of  the  loan  approval 
for  money  obtained  from  outside  sources 
for  a  term  of  about  30  years  was  about  4 
percent.  On  the  basis  of  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  4-percent  interest  cost  paid  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  2  percent  to 
be  paid  by  Upshur  to  REA  and  by  REA  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury  we  estimate  that  the  ex¬ 
cess  interest  cost  to  the  Government  on  the 
$9,170,000  loan  over  the  35-year  loan  term 
will  be  about  $4,411,000.  On  the  same  basis, 
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we  estimate  that  during  the  first  10  years 
of  the  loan  the  excess  interest  cost  to  the 
Government  will  be  about  $1,395,000. 

Our  computations  of  the  interest  cost  to 
the  Government  take  into  consideration  the 
fact  that,  except  during  the  first  3  years, 
when  principal  repayments  are  deferred, 
quarterly  repayments  of  the  principal 
amount  of  the  loan  will  be  made  by  Up¬ 
shur  throughout  the  35-year  term  of  the 
loan.  The  interest  cost  of  $1,834,000  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  you  apparently  does  not  take 
into  consideration  the  periodic  amortization 
of  loan  principal.  On  the  basis  of  our  com¬ 
putations,  the  interest  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  during  the  first  10  years  of  the  loan 
($1,395,000)  will  be  about  $622,600  more 
than  the  estimated  savings  of  $772,400  to 
the  Upshur  and  Panola  cooperatives  from 
self-generation  of  their  power  requirements. 

Concerning  the  second  part  of  your  third 
question,  the  REA  Act  authorizes  the  making 
of  loans  by  the  Administrator  of  REA  for 
the  purpose  of  furnishing  electric  energy  to 
persons  in  rural  areas  not  receiving  central 
station  service.  Section  4  of  the  REA  Act,  as 
amended,  provides  that  loans  thereunder 
shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  “2  per 
centum  per  annum.” 

We  find  nothing  in  the  REA  Act,  or  in  its 
legislative  history,  which  would  preclude  or 
prohibit  the  making  of  a  loan  thereunder 
by  the  Administrator  when  the  interest  cost 
to  the  Government  on  the  loan  is  substan¬ 
tially  more  than  the  power  cost  savings  to 
be  realized  by  the  cooperative  involved  on 
account  of  the  loan,  if  the  purpose  of  the 
REA  loan  is  to  furnish  electric  energy  to 
unserved  persons  in  rural  areas.  Moreover, 
as  indicated  above,  it  has  long  been  a  policy 
of  REA  to  approve  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion  loans  on  the  basis  that  the  rate  offered 
by  existing  power  sources  would  result  in 
a  higher  cost  of  power  for  the  consumers  than 
the  cost  from  facilities  financed  by  REA, 
and  this  policy  has  been  made  known  to 
the  Congress.  While  an  examination  of  the 
legislative  histories  of  certain  recent  annual 
appropriation  acts  providing  funds  for  REA 
indicates  that  some  of  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  feel  that  generation  and  transmission 
loans  should  not  be  made  unless  the  savings 
in  power  costs  are  substantial,  we  found 
nothing  which  could  be  construed  as  a  stat¬ 
utory  prohibition  of  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loans  where  the  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  more  than  the  savings  in  power 
costs  to  the  REA-financed  cooperative 
involved. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  we  cannot  say 
that  the  approval  by  the  Administrator  of 
an  REA  loan  meeting  all  the  requirements 
and  conditions  set  forth  in  the  REA  Act  is 
an  unreasonable  exercise  of  administrative 
discretion  not  authorized  by  law,  because 
the  power  costs  savings  which  will  accrue 
to  the  cooperative  on  account  of  the  loan 
will  be  substantially  less  than  the  interest 
costs  to  the  Government  on  account  of  the 
loan. 

Sincerely  yours,  r 

Joseph  Campbell. 


Statement  Submitted  to  the  Committee  by 
the  Comptroller  General,  July  26,  1963 

In  addition  to  the  information  now  be¬ 
ing  furnished  the  committee  at  least  30  days 
in  advance  of  approval  of  loan  applications 
for  construction  of  generation  facilities,  the 
committee  believes  that  the  following  ex¬ 
planatory  data  with  regard  to  pending  appli¬ 
cations  for  both  generation  and  major  trans¬ 
mission  loans  would  be  helpful  to  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  evaluation  of  REA’s  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  requests. 

1.  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  the 
proposed  generation  facilities.  Indicate  if 
the  proposed  facilities  are  the  initial  or  ad¬ 
ditional  unit  or  units  of  a  plant  comprised 
of  one  or  more  units. 
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2.  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  pro¬ 
posed  transmission  facilities  including  any 
immediate  or  future  plans  to  interconnect 
with  other  transmission  systems. 

3.  Description  of  any  long-range  plans  the 
applicant  may  have  for  construction  of  addi¬ 
tional  generation  and  transmission  facilities 
and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  planned  fa¬ 
cilities. 

4.  Explanation  of  the  applicant’s  reasons 
for  seeking  an  REA  loan. 

5.  Comparison  of  the  estimated  costs  of 
generation  by  the  applicant  borrower  with 
the  cost  of  power  available  from  existing 
suppliers. 

6.  The  amount  of  electric  energy  which  the 
applicant  will  cease  to  purchase  from  pres¬ 
ent  power  suppliers  upon  construction  of  the 
generating  plant  for  which  REA  financing  is 
being  sought. 

7.  Summary  of  the  efforts  made  by  the 
applicant  and  by  REA  to  obtain  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  power  and  energy  requirements  from 
existing  power  suppliers  and  the  reasons  why 
such  efforts  have  not  been  successful. 

8.  Explanation  of  the  extent  to  which  the 
feasibility  of  the  requested  loan  for  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  facilities  depends  upon 
the  use  of  a  portion  of  the  facilities  by  others 
(including  Federal  power  marketing  agen¬ 
cies)  . 

9.  Details  of  the  applicant’s  plans  to  sell 
or  otherwise  make  available  any  of  the  power 
and  energy  from  the  proposed  generation 
facilities  to  others  (including  Federal  power 
marketing  agencies-) . 

10.  Names  of  State  agencies  and  commis¬ 
sions  having  jurisdiction  over  the  applicant 
borrower. 

The  committee  requests  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  Rural  Electrification  Administration,  in 
connection  with  each  generation  and  major 
transmission  loan  application,  to  submit  the 
above  additional  information  and  any  other 
significant  information  concerning  the  ap¬ 
plication. 

The  committee  also  instructs  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion,  to  examine  into  all  complaints  which 
may  come  to  his  attention  concerning  terri¬ 
torial  disputes  between  REA  cooperatives  and 
commercial  power  companies  and  report  to 
the  committee  in  January  of  each  year  the 
salient  facts  involved,  the  disposition  of  the 
complaints,  and  the  basis  for  such  disposi¬ 
tions. 


Comptroller  General  of  the 

United  States, 
September  20,  1963. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  Related  Agencies,  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Herewith  is  a  report 
on  our  examination  into  the  estimates  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration,  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  pertaining  to  the 
cost  of  purchased  and  self-generated  electric 
power  which  were  used,  among  other  things, 
by  the  agency  as  a  basis  for  justifying  a 
$9,170,000  loan  to  the  Upshur  Rural  Electric 
Cooperative  Corp.,  (Upshur)  of  Gilmer,  Tex., 
approved  February  14,  1963.  Our  review  was 
made  pursuant  to  your  request  dated  July 
22,  1963. 

We  also  examined  into  proposed  arrange¬ 
ments  between  the  Southwestern  Power  Ad¬ 
ministration,  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
Upshur  involving  interchange  of  power  and 
leasing  of  transmission  lines  to  ascertain 
whether  they  involve  any  subsidy  from  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  to  Up¬ 
shur.  In  accordance  with  your  request,  we 
interviewed  Mr.  Douglas  G.  Wright,  Admin¬ 
istrator,  Southwestern  Power  Administration, 
to  ascertain  the  basis  for  various  power  cost 


estimates  used  by  him  in  his  testimony  dur¬ 
ing  hearings  on  public  works  appropriations, 
1964,  held  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Works,  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

According  to  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration,  the  proposed  arrangements  be¬ 
tween  Upshur  and  the  Southwestern  Power 
Administration  will  benefit  Upshur  by  en¬ 
abling  it  to  obtain  standby  generating  ca¬ 
pacity  so  that  when  the  generating  plant 
is  not  in  use  the  customers  of  Upshur  will 
have  a  source  of  power.  On  the  basis  of 
information  in  the  files  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  at  the  time  of  the 
loan  approval,  it  appears  that  the  facilities 
for  self-generation  of  power  to  be  financed 
by  the  $9,170,000  loan  and  the  proposed  ar¬ 
rangements  between  Upshur  and  the  South¬ 
western  Power  Administration  would  make 
possible  combined  savings  of  $772,400  to  Up¬ 
shur  and  the  Panola-Harrison  Electric  Co¬ 
operative,-  Inc.  (Panola) ,  of  Marshall,  Tex., 
during  the  10-year  period  1965  through  1974. 
Panola  is  a  distribution  cooperative  which 
plans  to  obtain  a  part  of  its  power  require¬ 
ments  from  Upshur.  However,  a  recent  of¬ 
fer,  dated  July  12,  1963,  by  the  Southwestern 
Electric  Power  Co.  to  amend  its  contracts 
with  the  cooperatives  would  reduce  the  com¬ 
bined  savings  possible  to  Upshur  and  Panola 
under  the  self-generation  plan  from  a  total 
of  $772,400  to  $312,600  during  the  same 
period. 

Under  one  proposed  arrangement,  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  will  buy 
surplus  generating  capacity  from  Upshur  at 
a  price  of  $9  per  kilowatt  per  year  which, 
according  to  the  estimates  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration,  will  be  about 
the  same  as  Upshur’s  cost  of  such  generat¬ 
ing  capacity.  Under  another  proposed  ar¬ 
rangement,  Upshur  and  the  Southwestern 
Power  Administration  will  exchange  electri¬ 
cal  energy  and  will  annually  balance  off  such 
exchanges.  Each  party  Will  pay  the  other 
party  at  the  rate  of  2.25  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour  for  energy  that  it  is  not  possible 
to  balance  off.  According  to  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  and  Mr.  Wright, 
the  2.25  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  should  be 
about  equal  to  Upshur’s  fuel  cost. 

Our  review  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  files  showed  that  Upshur’s 
purchased-power  cost  of  8.47  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour,  as  estimated  by  the  agency, 
differed  from  the  cost  of  6.2  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour  referred  to  by  Mr.  Wright  during 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  hear¬ 
ings.  The  difference  is  principally  attribut¬ 
able  to  pertinent  cost  factors  which  were 
contained  in  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration’s  estimate  but  which  were  not 
included  by  Mr.  Wright  in  his  estimate. 

The  information  obtained  during  our  ex¬ 
amination  indicated  that  the  proposed 
arrangements  between  the  Southwestern 
Power  Administration  and  Upshur  would  be 
beneficial  to  both  parties;  however,  it  did 
not  establish  the  existence  of,  or  the  intent 
to  provide,  a  subsidy  to  Upshur  by  the 
Southwestern  Power  Administration. 

The  various  aspects  of  the  subjects  cov¬ 
ered  by  our  examination  are  discussed  in 
greater  detail  in  the  accompanying  report. 
Certain  background  information  pertaining 
to  the  Upshur  loan  was  set  forth  in  our  letter 
to  you  of  August  20,  1963.  However,  to  en¬ 
able  independent  use  of  this  report  to  the 
extent  deemed  desirable,  we  are  repeating 
some  of  this  information. 

This  report  is  the  last  of  the  items  being 
furnished  to  you  pursuant  to  your  request 
dated  July  22,  1963. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Joseph  Campbell. 


Examination  Into  Certain  Aspects  of  a 
Loan  to  Upshur  Rural  Electric  Cooper¬ 
ative  Corp.,  Gilmer,  Tex.,  by  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration,  Department 
of  Agriculture 

'(Report  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies,  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate,  by 
the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  September  1963) 

introduction 

Pursuant  to  a  request  dated  July  22,  1963, 
from  the  chairman.  Subcommittee  on  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agen¬ 
cies,  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
and  General  Accounting  Office  has  examined 
into  the  estimates  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  (REA) ,  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  pertaining  to  the  cost  of  purchased 
and  self-generated  electric  power  which, 
among  other  things,  were  used  by  the  agency 
as  a  basis  for  justifying  a  $9,170,000  loan  to 
the  Uushur  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Corp. 
(Upshur)  of  Gilmer,  Tex.,  approved  Febru¬ 
ary  14,  1963.  We  also  examined  into  pro¬ 
posed  arrangements  between  the  South¬ 
western  Power  Administration  (SPA),  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  and  Upshur  involv¬ 
ing  interchange  of  power  and  leasing  of 
transmission  lines  to  ascertain  whether  they 
involve  any  subsidy  from  SPA  to  Upshur. 

Prior  to  approval  of  the  loan,  Upshur  was 
a  distribution-type  cooperative  that  ob¬ 
tained  all  its  power  requirements  from  the 
Southwestern  Electric  Power  Co.,  of  Shreve¬ 
port,  La. 

The  loan  of  $9,170,000  was  approved  to 
partially  finance  construction  of  new  genera¬ 
tion,  transmission,  and  distribution  facilities, 
to  be  used  by  Upshur  for  self-generation  of 
its  power  requirements  and  to  provide  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  power  requirements  of  another 
distribution-type  cooperative,  the  Panola- 
Harrison  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.  (Panola), 
of  Marshall,  Tex.,  which  also  obtained  all  of 
its  power  requirements  from  the  Southwest¬ 
ern  Electric  Power  Co. 

The  loan  to  Upshur  was  approved  for  a 
term  of  35  years  at  an  interest  rate  of  2  per¬ 
cent  a  year.  In  approving  the  loan,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  REA,  made  a  determination  that 
the  loan  was  justified  on  the  basis  of  a  criti¬ 
cal  need  by  the  cooperatives  for  a  continuing 
source  of  wholesale  power  free  from  constant 
threats  to  their  security  and  effectiveness 
and  on  the  basis  that  the  cost  of  self¬ 
generated  power  to  the  cooperatives  would  be 
less  than  the  cost  of  purchased  power. 

Our  examination,  which  was  made  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  involved  a  review  of  rec¬ 
ords  of  REA,  discussions  with  officials  of 
REA,  and  an  interview  with  Mr.  Douglas  G. 
Wright,  Administrator,  SPA. 

A  list  of  the  principal  officials  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  responsible  for  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  electric  loan  program  ap¬ 
pears  as  the  appendix. 

Further  details  on  specific  aspects  of  the 
Upshur  loan  examined  into  follow. 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  ON  THE  LOAN  TO 
UPSHUR 

On  February  14,  1963,  the  Administrator, 
REA,  approved  a  loan  of  $9,170,000  to  Upshur 
for  a  term  of  35  years.  The  loan,  which  bears 
interest  at  2  percent  a  year,  was  approved 
for  the  purpose  of  partially  financing  the 
construction  of  a  38,000-kilowatt  net  capa¬ 
bility  steam  generating  plant  near  Ore  City, 
Tex.,  190  miles  of  138-kilovolt  transmission 
line,  65  miles  of  69-kilovolt  transmission 
line,  78  miles  of  distribution  line,  distribu¬ 
tion  system  improvements,  a  switching  sta¬ 
tion,  and  four  substations.  In  addition  to 
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the  funds  received  from  the  REA  loan  of 
$9,170,000,  Upshur  intends  to  use  a  minimum 
amount  of  $700,000  of  its  own  general  funds 
toward  financing  the  construction  of  the 
above-mentioned  facilities. 

According  to  REA,  following  completion 
of  the  generation  and  transmission  facilities, 
Upshur  expects  in  1965  to  take  its  power  re¬ 
quirements  from  the  new  generating  plant. 
In  addition,  Panola  expects  to  take  a  portion 
of  its  power  requirements  (estimated  as  over 
one-half  by  REA)  from  the  Upshur  plant. 
At  present  both  cooperatives  receive  their 
power  supply  from  the  Southwestern  Elec¬ 
tric  Power  Co, 

REA  officials  have  stated  that  justification 
for  the  loan  to  Upshur  was  based  on  a  criti¬ 
cal  need  for  a  continuing  source  of  wholesale 
power  free  from  constant  threats  to  the  se¬ 
curity  and  effectiveness  of  the  Upshur  and 
Panola  cooperatives.  In  this  connection  the 
agency  has  stated  that  the  Southwestern 
Electric  Power  Co.  has  hindered  Upshur  in  its 
efforts  to  extend  electric  service  to  unserved 
rural  consumers  and  has  in  several  instances 
take  over  consumers  served  by  the  cooper¬ 
ative. 

Another  justification  given  by  REA  for  the 
loan  is  the  amount  of  savings  the  generation 
and  transmission  facilities  will  make  possible 
for  Upshur  and  Panola.  These  savings,  esti¬ 
mated  by  REA  to  amount  to  $772,400  over 
the  10-year  period  1965  through  1974,  are 
based,  in  part,  on  planned  operations  under 
proposed  arrangements  between  Upshur  and 
the  Southwestern  Power  Administration. 

PROPOSED  ARRANGEMENTS  BETWEEN  UPSHUR  AND 
THE  SOUTHWESTERN  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 

Terms  of  the  proposed  arrangements  be¬ 
tween  Upshur  and  SPA  are  contained  in  REA 
files  and  in  correspondence  between  Upshur 
and  SPA  which  took  place  in  November  1962. 
According  to  these  sources,  it  is  proposed  that 
SPA  will  lease  for  a  term  of  40  years  the  190 
miles  of  138-kilovolt  transmission  line  to  be 
constructed  by  Upshur  between  the  Upshur 
generating  plant  at  Ore  City,  Tex.,  and  the 
Brown,  Okla.,  switching  station  where  a  138- 
kilovolt  transmission  line  of  SPA  is  located. 
Under  the  proposed  lease  SPA  will  pay  Up¬ 
shur  all  fixed  costs  (estimated  at  $91,000  per 
year  by  REA),  including  debt  service,  taxes, 
and  necessary  insurance,  on  about  120  miles 
of  the  line  extending  from  the  Brown  switch¬ 
ing  station  to  a  point  near  the  proposed 
Broken  Bow  Dam  project  (Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  Department  of  the  Army)  and  thence 
to  the  Red  River,  an  area  where  SPA  expects 
to  serve  future  commercial  consumers.  Up¬ 
shur  will  pay  all  fixed  costs  on  the  remaining 
70  miles  of  line  from  the  Red  River  to  its 
proposed  generating  plant.  The  SPA  will 
operate,  maintain,  and  make  necessary  re¬ 
placements  on  the  entire  190  miles  of  138- 
kilovolt  transmission  line. 

It  is  expected  that  the  proposed  lease  will 
provide  that  Upshur  have  priority  over  all 
others  to  use  any  remaining  portion  of  the 
capacity  of  the  transmission  line  for  its  own 
operations  after  the  contractual  obligations 
of  SPA  and  the  cooperative  have  been  ful¬ 
filled.  Upshur  will  also  have  the  right  under 
a  power  exchange  arrangement  to  obtain 
generating  capacity  from  SPA  to  serve  Up¬ 
shur’s  customers  at  any  point  on  the  SPA 
system  where  there  is  a  point  of  connection 
with  such  customers,  at  no  transmission  cost 
to  Upshur.  SPA  will  obtain  from  the  gen¬ 
erating  plant  of  Upshur  an  equal  amount  of 
generating  capacity  in  return. 

The  SPA  will,  under  the  proposed  arrange¬ 
ment,  furnish  Upshur  with  standby  gen¬ 
erating  capacity  so  that  when  Upshur’s  gen¬ 
erating  plant  is  not  in  use  its  customers  will 
have  a  source  of  power.  In  consideration  for 
this  standby  generating  capacity,  Upshur  will 
allocate  10  percent  (3,800  kilowatts)  of  its 
generating  plant  capacity  to  SPA.  Electric 
energy  from  SPA  to  Upshur  and  from  Upshur 
to  SPA  will  be  transmitted  over  the  pro¬ 
posed  138-kilovolt  transmission  line. 
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It  is  proposed  that  SPA  will,  in  addition 
to  leasing  the  138-kilovolt  transmission  line 
from  Upshur,  purchase  from  Upshur  surplus 
generating  capacity  from  the  new  generating 
plant  at  the  annual  rate  of  $9  per  kilowatt 
in  accordance  with  a  schedule  of  surplus 
capacity  to  be  determined  by  the  parties. 
A  loan  study  prepared  by  REA  shows  that 
the  surplus  capacity  in  1965  is  estimated  to 
be  16,600  kilowatts  (44  percent  of  plant 
capability)  and  that  it  will  decline  to  1,900 
kilowatts  (5  percent  of  plant  capability)  in 
1974.  The  study  shows  also  that,  during  the 
10-year  period  1965  through  1974,  the  total 
surplus  capacity  of  the  Upshur  plant  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  94,600  kilowatts  which,  at  the 
proposed  annual  rate  of  $9  per  kilowatt,  will 
result  in  surplus  capacity  sales  to  SPA 
amounting  to  $851,400.  According  to  REA, 
the  costs  allocable  to  the  surplus  generating 
capacity  of  Upshur  will  be  about  $9  per 
kilowatt. 

SPA  and  Upshur  contemplate  that  Up¬ 
shur’s  generating  plant  will  not  be  required 
to  operate  at  a  capacity  of  less  than  10,000 
kilowatts  (26  percent  of  plant  capability) 
between  the  hours  of  10  p.m.  and  6  a.m.  on 
weekdays  and  all  day  on  Saturdays,  Sundays, 
and  holidays.  When  the  generating  plant 
is  not  in  operation,  Upshur  will  use  the  gen¬ 
erating  capacity  of  SPA  supplied  by  means 
of  the  138-kilovolt  transmission  line  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  REA  loan  to  Upshur. 

Ushur  and  SPA  expect  to  operate  the  gen¬ 
eration  facilities  in  such  a  way  that  energy 
exchanges  between  them  will  be  balanced 
off  annually.  In  case  it  is  not  possible  to 
balance  off  energy  annually,  either  party  will 
be  compensated  annually,  during  the  period 
1965  to  1970,  for  the  net  balance  of  energy 
due  from  the  other  party  at  the  rate  of  2.25 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  The  rate  will  be 
adjusted  on  June  30,  1970,  and  at  the  end 
of  each  5-year  period  thereafter,  to  take  into 
consideration  the  actual  increase  in  fuel  cost 
to  Upshur  above  the  average  fuel  cost  during 
the  period  ending  on  such  date.  Mr.  Douglas 
G.  Wright,  Administrator,  SPA,  advised  us 
in  an  interview  on  July  24,  1963,  that  the 
proposed  energy  charge  of  2.25  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour  for  energy  which  cannot  be 
balanced  off  annually  probably  will  not  result 
in  a  gain  to  Upshur  because  Upshur’s  actual 
fuel  costs  will,  he  believes,  be  about  2.25 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  Our  review  of  REA 
files  showed  that  the  agency  estimated  that 
fuel  costs  would  be  2.223  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour  during  the  years  1965  through  1969  and 
2.667  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  during  the 
years  1970  through  1974. 

Mr.  Wright  emphasized,  during  our  inter¬ 
view  with  him,  that  the  proposed  arrange¬ 
ments  between  Upshur  and  SPA  had  not 
been  consummated  and  that  the  final  ar¬ 
rangements  may  have  terms  different  than 
those  that  have  been  proposed. 

COMPARISON  BETWEEN  ESTIMATED  COST  TO  UP¬ 
SHUR  OF  GENERATING  AND  OF  PURCHASING 

POWER  AND  ENERGY 

According  to  a  loan  study  prepared  by 
REA,  the  cost  of  self -generated  power  and 
energy  for  Upshur  will  average  7.62  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour  during  the  10  years,  1965 
through  1974.  The  study  also  showed  that 
during  the  same  period  Upshur  could  pur¬ 
chase  power  from  the  Tex-La  Electric  Co¬ 
operative,  Inc.  (Tex-La) ,  of  Lafayette,  La., 
at  an  average  cost  of  8.47  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour.  REA  and  the  Southwestern  Electric 
Power  Co.  agreed  that  Upshur  would  pay  less 
for  power  purchased  from  Tex-La  than  for 
power  purchased  directly  from  the  company. 

Tex-La,  according  to  information  in  REA 
files,  is  a  cooperative  that  was  organized  by 
a  group  of  electric  cooperatives  in  east  Texas 
and  Louisiana  and  by  other  preference  cus¬ 
tomers  of  SPA  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a 
group-purchasing  organization  which  could 
combine  power  company  thermal  energy 
with  SPA  hydroelectric  peaking  power  in 
order  to  secure  the  lowest  power  supply 
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costs  possible.  Tex-La  and  SPA  entered  into 
an  agreement  in  May  1960  whereby  the  elec¬ 
tric  cooperatives  would  receive  Federal  hy¬ 
droelectric  power  and  energy  under  rights 
granted  to  preference  customers  by  section 
5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  (16  U.S.C. 
825s) .  In  addition,  Tex-La  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Southwestern  Electric 
Power  Co.  providing  for  the  purchase  by  the 
company  of  the  hydroelectric  power  and 
energy  purchased/by  Tex-La  from  SPA,  and 
the  sale  by  the  company  to  Tex-La  of  firm 
power  and  energy  for  the  members  of  Tex-La. 
However,  all  of  the  members  of  Tex-La  had 
not  signed  power  sales  contracts  offered  by 
Tex-La.  Upshur  and  Panola  did  not  con¬ 
sider  the  contract  terms  offered  to  Tex-La  by 
the  Southwestern  Electric  Power  Co.  satis¬ 
factory,  and,  as  stated  previously,  they  have 
continued  to  purchase  their  power  directly 
from  the  power  company  at  a  slightly  higher 
cost  than  charged  by  Tex-La. 

Table  I  and  II  which  follow  are  summaries 
of  REA  data  showing  the  estimated  costs 
of  power  and  energy  during  the  10  years,  1965 
through  1974,  to  Upshur  under  the  proposed 
self-generation  plan  and  under  the  Tex-La 
purchase  power  plan,  respectively.  The  to¬ 
tal  net  cost  for  745,300,000  kilowatt-hours 
under  the  self-generation  plan  as  shown  in 
table  1  is  $5,678,816  for  the  10  years,  1965 
through  1974,  which  is  7.62  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour  delivered  to  distribution  load  cen¬ 
ters.  This  net  cost  reflects  payments  of  $1,- 
468,522  to  be  made  by  Panola  to  Upshur  for 
power  and  energy  and  the  surplus  generating 
capacity  payments  of  $851,400  to  be  paid  to 
Upshur  by  the  SPA.  Also  included  in  the 
10-year  costs  is  an  amount  of  $1,062,000  for 
116.7  miles  of  69-kilovolt  transmission  line 
to  transmit  energy  to  distribution  load  cen¬ 
ters  of  Upshur. 

Costs  of  $526,700  related  to  the  70  miles 
of  138-kilovolt  transmission  line  that  will  be 
paid  by  Upshur  (depreciation,  taxes,  insur¬ 
ance,  and  interest)  are  shown  in  table  I. 
Since  SPA  will  pay  all  other  costs  (mainte¬ 
nance  and  replacements)  related  to  the  70 
miles  of  line  and  all  costs  related  to  the 
remaining  120  miles  of  138-kilovolt  trans¬ 
mission  line,  these  costs  are  not  included  in 
table  I.  As  stated  previously,  REA  estimates 
that  SPA  will  pay  Upshur  $91,000  a  year  to 
cover  all  fixed  costs  including  debt  service, 
taxes,  and  necessary  insurance  on  about  120 
miles  of  the  line. 

Table  I. — Upshur  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Corp.,  total  estimated  cost  of  self-gener¬ 
ated,  power  and  energy  for  the  years  1956 
through  1974  1 


Amount 

M  ills  per 
kilowatt- 
hour  2 

Generation  costs: 

Labor,  maintenance,  mate¬ 
rials,  operations,  super¬ 
vision,  and  engineering _ 

$1,250,000 
1,339,000 
212,000 
1, 016, 110 

50,000 
2, 543, 897 
-999 

Taxes  and  insurance _ 

Interest _ 

Administrative  and  general 

Fuei  cost _ 

REA  addition  error _ 

Total,  generation  costs.... 

138-kilovolt  transmission  line 
costs  (covering  fixed  costs 
related  to  70  miles  of  the  190 
miles  of  138-kilovolt  line  to 
be  constructed): 

6,410, 038 

259,000 

55,500 

212,200 

Taxes  and  insurance . 

Total  138-kilovolt  trans¬ 
mission  line  costs _ 

Total  costs  of  generation 
and  138-kilovolt  trans¬ 
mission  line _ 

526,700 

6, 936. 738 

Footnotes  at  end  of  tables. 
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Table  I. — Upshur  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Corp.,  total  estimated  cost  of  self-gener¬ 
ated  power  and  energy  for  the  years  1956 
through  1974 1 — Continued 


Amount 

Mills  per 
kilowatt- 
hour  2 

Less  costs  to  be  paid  by— 
Panola-Harrison  Electric 
Cooperative,  Inc.,  of  Mar¬ 
shall,  Tex.,  for  power  and 

$1,468,522 

851, 400 

Southwestern  Power  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  surplus 

2,319,922 

Net  generation  cost  and 
138-kilovolt  transmis¬ 
sion  line  costs  to  Upshur. 
Transmission  costs  of  116.7 
miles  of  69-kilovolt  trans- 

4, 616, 816 

1,062,000 

6.20 

1.42 

Net  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  cost  to  Upshur 

5, 678, 816 

7.62 

1  Prepared  from  REA  records  without  verification. 

2  Based  on  a  total  of  745,300,000  kilowatt-hours. 


As  is  shown  In  table  II,  if  Upshur  were  to 
purchase  power  and  energy  from  Tex-La 
during  the  10-year  period  1965  through  1974, 
the  total  cost  is  estimated  by  REA  to  be 
$6,309,554,  which  is  8.47  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour  delivered  to  distribution  load  centers 
for  a  total  of  745,300,000  kilowatt-hours. 
Under  a  Tex-La  contract  the  demand  charge 
for  the  10  years,  1965  through  1974,  would  be 
$2,167,200  for  Upshur  ($14.40  per  kilowatt  per 
year)  and  the  energy  charge  for  the  10  years 
would  be  $2,558,160  ($0.0033  per  kilowatt- 
hour)  .  The  amount  of  the  estimated  fuel 
adjustment  of  $494,134  shown  in  table  II  was 
based  on  statements  made  in  August  1962  by 
the  president  of  the  Southwestern  Electric 
Power  Co.  that  fuel  costs  would  be  higher 
in  the  future.  Part  of  the  energy  (REA 
estimates  about  25  mililon  kilowatt-hours) 
which  Upshur  would  receive  annually  from 
Tex-La  would  be  hydroelectric  energy  free 
from  fuel  adjustment.  Also  included  in  the 
total  purchase  costs  is  the  10-year  cost  of 
$1,040,060  for  112.7  miles  of  69-kilovolt  trans¬ 
mission  line. 

Table  II. — Upshur  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Corp.,  total  estimated  cost  of  power  and 
energy  purchased  from  the  Tex-La  Electric 
Cooperative,  Inc.,  for  the  years  1965 
through  1974 1 


Amount 

Mills  per 
kilowatt- 
hour  2 

Demand  charges,  at  $14.40 

$2, 167, 200 

2, 558, 160 
494, 134 

50,  000 

2.  91 

Energy  costs  at  $0.0033  per 
kilowatt-hour  (before  line 

3.  43 

Fuel  adjustment _ 

.66 

Administrative  and  general 

.07 

Total  cost  of  power 
delivered  to  Upshur... 
Transmission  cost  of  112.7 

5,  269,  494 

1,040,060 

7.07 

Total  purchased-power 
costs  to  Upshur  load 
centers _ 

6, 309,  554 

8.47 

i  Prepared  from  REA  records  without  verification. 

1  Based  on  a  total  of  745,300,000  kilowatt-hours. 

On  the  basis  of  the 

estimated 

amounts 

shown  in  tables  I  and  II,  REA  concluded  that 
Upshur  would  save  about  $630,700  during 
the  10-year  period  1965  through  1974  under 
the  self-generation  plan.  REA  also  con¬ 
cluded,  on  the  basis  of  similar  estimates, 
that  Panola  would  save  about  $141,700  by 
obtaining  a  portion  of  its  power  require¬ 
ments  from  the  Upshur  generation  facilities. 


INTERVIEW  WITH  MR.  DOUGLAS  G.  WRIGHT, 

ADMINISTRATOR,  SOUTHWESTERN  POWER  AD¬ 
MINISTRATION 

As  requested  by  the  chairman,  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Related  Agencies,  Senate  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  we  interviewed  Mr.  Douglas  G. 
Wright,  Administrator,  SPA,  on  July  24, 
1963,  concerning  statements  made  by  him 
on  June  5,  1963,  pertaining  to  estimates  of 
power  costs  and  other  matters  related  to 
the  REA  loan  to  Upshur,  during  hearings  on 
public  works  appropriations,  1964,  held  by 
the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works,  Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  Our  inter¬ 
view  was  held  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain¬ 
ing  the  basis  for  the  cost  estimates  used  in 
Mr.  Wright’s  testimony.  A  summary  of 
statements  made  by  Mr.  Wright  and  our 
comments  on  his  statements  follow: 

During  the  hearings  Mr.  Wright,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  a  question  as  to  the  comparative 
costs  of  purchased  power  and  self -generated 
power,  stated  that  he  knew  of  no  generating 
plant  in  the  country  which,  without  a  great 
deal  of  integration  with  companies,  delivers 
power  cheaper  than  8  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour.  In  our  interview  with  Mr.  Wright,  he 
advised  us  that,  in  his  opinion,  no  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  type  of  cooperative 
can  generate  its  own  energy  at  a  cost  of  less 
than  7.5  to  8  mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  We 
note  that  under  the  self-generation  power 
plan  for  Upshur  the  net  generation  and 
transmission  cost  to  Upshur  will  average,  ac¬ 
cording  to  REA  and  as  indicated  in  table  I 
on  page  11,  7.62  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
during  the  10  years,  1965  through  1974. 
REA’s  cost  estimate  of  7.62  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour  is,  therefore,  within  the  range  of 
7.5  to  8  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  which  Mr. 
Wright  advised  us  would  be  the  minimum 
self-generation  cost,  although  somewhat 
less  than  the  8  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  cost 
to  which  Mr.  Wright  referred  during  the 
hearings. 

In  connection  with  a  discussion  as  to  what 
it  would  cost  Upshur  if  it  were  to  purchase 
power  from  Tex-La,  Mr.  Wright  stated  dur¬ 
ing  the  hearings  that  the  cooperatives  buy¬ 
ing  their  power  under  the  Tex-La  contract 
paid  6.08  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  in  1962. 
He  stated  also  that  Upshur  could  purchase 
power  and  energy  for  6.2  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour.  In  our  interview  with  Mr.  Wright,  he 
stated  that  the  6.08  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
was  the  average  rate  paid  by  cooperatives 
that  bought  energy  from  Tex-La.  in  1962. 
We  reviewed  the  1962  power  cost  invoices, 
copies  of  which  are  contained  in  REA  files, 
of  four  cooperatives  that  obtained  part  of 
their  power  and  energy  requirements  under 
the  Tex-La  arrangement  in  which  the  South¬ 
western  Electric  Power  Co.  participated. 
These  invoices,  which  covered  the  period 
December  20,  1961,  to  December  20,  1962, 
showed  an  average  cost  of  6.25  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour,  which  is  slightly  more  than 
the  6.08  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  referred  to 
by  Mr.  Wright  as  the  cost  of  Tex-La  energy. 
The  total  purchased-power  cost  for  Upshur 
of  8.47  mills  per  kilowatt-hour,  estimated  by 
REA,  and  as  shown  in  table  II  on  page  12, 
relates  to  the  10  years,  1965  through  1974, 
and  includes  0.66  mills  for  estimated  in¬ 
creases  in  fuel  costs,  1.4  mills  for  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  a  69-kilovolt  transmission  line, 
and  0.07  mills  for  administrative  and  general 
expenses'.  Mr.  Wright  did  not  make  allow¬ 
ances  for  these  costs  factors  in  arriving  at 
his  cost  estimate  of  6.2  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour. 

With  regard  to  REA’s  provision  for  esti¬ 
mated  increases  in  fuel  costs,  Mr.  Wright 
stated  during  our  interview  with  him  that, 
subsequent  to  approval  of  the  Upshur  loan 
by  REA,  fuel  costs  in  the  Upshur  area  had 
been  stabilized.  As  stated  previously,  at  the 
time  of  the  loan  approval  in  February  1963 
REA  included  in  Upshur’s  purchased-power 
costs  the  estimated  increases  in  fuel  costs  on 


the  basis  of  statements  made  by  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Southwestern  Electric  Power  Co. 
in  August  1962  that  the  company’s  fuel  costs 
would  increase  in  the  years  1962-70.  Addi¬ 
tional  comments  concerning  the  stabilization 
of  fuel  costs  appear  on  pages  19  to  21. 

With  regard  to  REA’s  provision  for  esti¬ 
mated  expenses  of  construction  of  69-kilo¬ 
volt  transmission  line,  Mr.  Wright  advised  us 
that  he  believes  power  deliveries  to  the  load 
centers  of  Upshur  could  be  accomplished 
under  the  Tex-La  contract  without  the  69- 
kilovolt  transmission  line.  In  this  connec¬ 
tion  an  REA  official  advised  us  that  the  Tex- 
La  contract,  under  which  cooperatives  get 
power  from  the  Southwestern  Electric  Power 
Co.,  is  vague  with  respect  to  the  addition  of 
delivery  points  for  power  and  energy  for  the 
cooperatives.  This  official  advised  us  also 
that  even  if  it  were  not  essential  for  Upshur, 
under  the  Tex-La  contract,  to  construct  the 
69-kilovolt  line  to  assure  delivery  of  power  to 
its  distribution  load  centers,  Upshur  would 
still  want  to  construct  the  line  rather  than 
have  the  power  company  do  so  because  ex¬ 
perience  has  proven  that  the  company  might 
attempt  to  serve  electrical  loads  from  any 
lines  it  constructs  in  Upshur’s  service  area. 

He  stated  that  the  power  company  might 
establish  delivery  points  in  such  a  way  that 
it  would  be  difficult  for  Upshur  to  serve  large 
electrical  loads.  We  were  further  advised  by 
the  REA  official  that  other  cooperatives  had 
not  been  able  to  get  adequate  delivery  of 
power  by  the  power  company  to  their  dis¬ 
tribution  load  centers  under  the  Tex-La  con¬ 
tract.  Our  review  of  information  in  REA 
files  showed  that,  at  the  time  of  REA  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  $9,170,000  loan  on  February  14, 
1963,  Upshur  had  obtained  prior  REA  loans 
to  finance  the  construction  of  53  miles  of 
69-kilovolt  transmission  line.  According  to 
the  REA  official,  these  53  miles  of  transmis¬ 
sion  line  will  not  be  adequate  to  meet  the 
increasing  power  requirements  of  Uphsur. 

In  response  to  our  inquiry  concerning  the. 
$9  per  kilowatt  per  year  which  it  is  proposed 
that  SPA  will  pay  Upshur  for  surplus  gen¬ 
erating  capacity  of  the  new  plant,  Mr.  Wright 
stated  that  the  $9  per  kilowatt  per  year  will 
be  beneficial  to  SPA.  He  stated  also  that 
SPA  charges  its  customers  $14.40  per  kilowatt 
per  year  for  generating  capacity  from  the 
SPA  system.  However,  he  pointed  out  that 
SPA  will  not  benefit  by  the  full  $5.40  differ¬ 
ence  between  these  two  amounts  since  SPA 
must  incur  interconnection  and  marketing 
costs  in  order  to  sell  generating  capacity  to 
others. 

On  the  basis  of  our  discussion  with  Mr. 
Wright  and  our  review  of  REA  files,  it  appears 
that  the  difference  between  the  8.47  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour  estimated  by  REA  to  be  the 
cost  of  purchased  power  to  Upshur  from  Tex- 
La  and  the  cost  of  6.2  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
estimated  by  Mr.  Wright  is  attributable  al¬ 
most  entirely  to  expenses  of  fuel  costs,  the 
69-kilovolt  transmission  line,  and  adminis¬ 
trative  and  general  expenses,  for  which  Mr. 
Wright  did  not  make  allowance  in  his  esti¬ 
mate.  Certain  developments  have  occurred, 
however,  since  the  date  of  approval  by  the 
REA  Administrator  of  the  $9,170,000  loan  to 
Upshur  which  have  a  bearing  on  costs  which 
Upshur  would  have  to  pay  if  it  were  to  pur¬ 
chase  power  under  the  Tex-La  contract.  A 
discussion  of  these  developments  follows. 

CURRENT  STATUS  OF  TEX-LA  ARRANGEMENTS 

In  a  letter  dated  July  12,  1963,  to  the 
Administrator,  REA,  the  president  of  the 
Southwestern  Electric  Power  Co.  stated 
that  he  had  met  with  representatives  of 
Tex-La  and  that  they  had  worked  out  an 
amendment  to  the  rate  schedule  in  the  con¬ 
tract  under  which  Upshur  would  be  served 
were  it  to  buy  power  under  the  Tex-La 
arrangement.  He  stated  that  Tex-La  would 
in  due  course  present  the  amendment  to  the 
Administrator,  REA,  for  approval. 

We  also  noted  in  the  REA  files  a  letter 
dated  July  12,  1963,  from  the  president  of 
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the  power  company  to  the  president  of  Tex- 
La.  In  this  letter  the  power  company  pres¬ 
ident  stated  that  since  the  price  of  gas  to 
the  company  is  fixed  for  some  years,  an 
agreement  had  been  reached  which  would 
prevent  fuel  costs  under  the  Tex-La  arrange¬ 
ment  from  exceeding  17  cents  per  million 
B.t.u.’s.  In  the  same  letter  the  president 
stated  that  the  company  will  allow  the  co¬ 
operatives  a  discount  of  5  cents  per  kilowatt 
per  month  at  69-kilovolt  points  of  delivery 
where  the  demand  is  more  than  1,000  kilo-' 
watts. 

Under  the  existing  Tex-La  arrangement, 
cooperatives  that  buy  their  power  and  en¬ 
ergy  from  Tex-La  must,  according  to  REA, 
pay  more  for  their  energy  when  the  cost  of 
fuel  to  the  Southwestern  Electric  Power  Co. 
rises.  The  effect  of  the  17  cents  per  million 
B.t.u.  provision  mentioned  in  the  power 
company  letter  of  July  12,  1963,  to  the 
president  of  Tex-La,  therefore,  would  be  to 
put  a  ceiling  on  increases  in  the  cost  of 
energy  to  the  cooperatives  resulting  from 
rising  fuel  costs  of  the  company. 

In  making  a  comparison  of  Upshur’s  cost 
of  power  and  energy  purchased  from  Tex-La 
with  the  cost  of  self-generated  energy,  REA 
assumed  that  in  the  10  years,  1965  through 
1974,  the  cost  of  energy  bought  from  Tex-La 
would  be  subject  to  adjustment  for  increases 
in  fuel  cost.  The  Tex-La  contract  on  which 
the  comparison  was  based  provided,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  that  the  annual  cost  of  energy  to  the 
cooperatives  (except  for  the  cost  related  to 
a  total  of  107  million  kilowatt-hours  of  hy¬ 
droelectric  energy)  would  rise  as  the  cost  of 
fuel  to  the  company  increased  above  15 
cents  per  million  B.t.u.  The  agency’s  esti¬ 
mates  of  fuel  adjustment  costs  to  Upshur 
during  the  10  years,  1965  through  1974,  were 
based  on  statements  made  by  the  president 
of  the  power  company  in  August  1962  that 
the  company’s  fuel  costs  would  increase  dur¬ 
ing  the  years  1962  through  1970. 

On  the  basis  of  the  proposed  amendment 
to  the  Tex-La  contract  that  would  limit  the 
fuel  adjustment  to  17  cents  per  million  B.t.u., 
we  estimate  that  the  cost  of  purchased  power 
to  Upshur  would  be  $347,300  less  during  the 
years  1965  through  1974  than  the  cost  of 
purchased  power  as  estimated  by  REA  when 
the  loan  to  Upshur  was  approved  and  that 
it  would  be  $112,500  less  to  Panola.  The 
effect  of  the  proposed  amendment,  therefore, 
would  be  to  reduce  the  estimated  savings  to 
Upshur  from  $630,700  to  $283,400  for  the  10- 
year  period  1965  through  1974  under  the 
self-generation  plan  and  the  savings  to 
Panola  from  $141,700  to  $29,200  during  the 
same  period. 

We  did  not  evaluate  the  effect  of  the  power 
company’s  proposed  allowance  of  5  cents  per 
kilowatt  per  month  at  the  69 -kilovolt  points 
of  delivery  since  the  amount  of  any  possible 
savings  under  this  allowance  would  depend 
upon  the  number  of  such  delivery  points  to 
be  established  in  the  future  and  the  elec¬ 
tricity  demand  at  all  such  delivery  points. 
An  official  of  REA  advised  us  that  any  sav¬ 
ings  under  this  proposed  change  would  be 
small  in  comparison  to  the  savings  possible 
under  the  proposed  amendment  for  fuel  ad¬ 
justments. 

We  were  advised  by  an  REA  official  that 
as  of  July  29,  1963,  the  power  company’s  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  to  the  Tex-La  contract 
had  not  been  submitted  by  Tex-La  to  REA 
for  approval. 

CONCLUSION 

According  to  REA,  the  proposed  arrange¬ 
ments  between  Upshur  and  SPA  will  benefit 
Upshur  by  enabling  it  to  obtain  standby 
generating  capacity  so  that  when  the  gener¬ 
ating  plant  is  not  in  use  the  customers  of 
Upshur  will  have  a  source  of  power.  On  the 
basis  of  information  in  REA  files  at  the  time 
of  the  loan  approval,  it  appears  that  the  fa¬ 
cilities  for  self-generation  of  power  to  be 
financed  by  the  $9,170,000  loan,  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  arrangements  between  Upshur  and  SPA 


would  make  possible  a  combined  savings  of 
$772,400  to  the  Upshur  and  Panola  coopera¬ 
tives  during  the  10-yeax  period  1965  through 
1974.  However,  a  recent  offer  dated  July  12, 
1963,  by  the  Southwestern  Electric  Power  Co. 
to  amend  its  contracts  with  the  cooperatives 
would  reduce  the  combined  savings  possible 
to  Upshur  and  Panola  under  the  self-gener¬ 
ation  plan  from  a  total  of  $772,400  to  $312,600 
during  the  same  period. 

Under  one  proposed  arrangement,  SPA 
will  pay  Upshur  $9  a  year  per  kilowatt  for 
surplus  generating  capacity  of  the  new  gen¬ 
erating  plant.  The  total  payments  to  Up¬ 
shur  by  SPA  for  this  purpose  during  the 
years  1965  through  1974  were  estimated  by 
REA  to  amount  to  $851,400.  According  to 
REA,  the  generating  capacity  costs  allocable 
to  the  surplus  capacity  will  be  about  $9  per 
kilowatt. 

Another  proposed  arrangement  between 
Upshur  and  the  SPA  calls  for  settlement  an¬ 
nually  of  the  net  balance  of  energy  exchanged 
by  them.  Each  party  will  be  paid  2.25  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour  for  the  net  balance  due 
from  the  other  party.  According  to  REA  and 
Mr.  Wright,  the  2.25  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
should  be  about  equal  to  Upshur’s  fuel  cost. 

Our  review  of  REA  files  showed  that  Up¬ 
shur’s  purchased-power  cost  of  8.47  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour,  as  estimated  by  REA,  dif¬ 
fered  from  the  cost  of  6.2  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour  referred  to  by  Mr.  Wright  during  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  hearings. 
The  difference  is  principally  attributable  to 
cost  factors  which  were  contained  in  the 
REA  estimate  as  heretofore  described,  but 
which  were  not  included  by  Mr.  -Wright  in 
his  estimate. 

The  information  obtained  during  our  ex¬ 
amination  indicated  that  the  proposed  ar¬ 
rangements  between  SPA  and  Upshur  would 
be  beneficial  to  both  parties;  however,  it  did 
not  establish  the  existence  of,  or  the  intent 
to  provide,  a  subsidy  to  Upshur  by  the  South¬ 
western  Power  Administration. 


Appendix 

Principal  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  responsible  for  administration 
of  the  electric  loan  program 


Tenure  of  office 


From— 

To— 

DEPARTMENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Secretary  of  Agriculture:  Or- 

January 

Present. 

ville  L.  Freeman. 

1961. 

Assistant  Secretary,  Rural 

August 

Do. 

Development  and  Conser- 

1902. 

vatlon:  John  A.  Baker.1 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION 

ADMINISTRATION 

Administrator:  Norman  M. 

March  1961. 

Do. 

Clapp. 

Deputy  Administrator:  Rich- 

_ do . 

Do. 

ard  A.  Dell. 

Assistant  Administrator, 

April  1961... 

Do. 

Electric:  Richard  H.  Wood. 

Assistant  Administrator, 

August  1961. 

Do. 

Operations:  John  W.  Scott. 

Director,  Power  Supply  Divi- 

. do . 

Do. 

sion:  Hoburg  B.  Lee. 

Controller:  Leslie  Surginer - 

July  1961.,.. 

Do. 

1  Designated  as  Director  of  Rural  Development  and 
Conservation  prior  to  Aug.  6,  19C2,  and  Director  of 
Agricultural  Credit  prior  to  July  10,  1962. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  prior 
to  the  subcommittee  markup  on  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  appropriation  bill,  each  sub¬ 
committee  member  was  provided  all  the 
foregoing  information,  then  available, 
together  with  other  supplemental  infor¬ 
mation.  When  the  subcommittee  came 
to  consider  the  proposed  report  language 
at  its  meeting  on  August  23,  a  draft  of 


such  report  language  was  read  to  the 
members,  and  there  followed  a  brief  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  proposed  language.  It 
was  decided,  at  that  subcommittee  meet¬ 
ing,  that  information  proposed  to  be  fur¬ 
nished  to  the  committee  should  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  major  transmission  loans  and  that 
for  loans  for  generating  purposes  it  be 
limited  to  applications  in  excess. of  $2 
million.  In  addition,  language  implying 
that  the  committee  might  conduct  hear¬ 
ings  on  a  pending  loan  application  was 
discussed,  and  that  language  was  recom¬ 
mended  to  be  deleted. 

The  subcommittee  met  again  on  Sep¬ 
tember  11,  at  which  time  it  considered 
the  revised  language  for  the  committee 
report.  At  the  conclusion  of  this  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  subcommittee,  there  was  pend¬ 
ing  a  further  modification  of  this  lan¬ 
guage  which  I  personally  favored  and 
which  was  printed  in  committee  print 
form  for  consideration  by  the  full  com¬ 
mittee.  This  has  been  designated  as 
Committee  Print  “A”  Revised,  the  form 
which  I  personally  recommended  for  the 
committee  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  for  the  Record 
at  this  point  the  language  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  known  as  Committee  Print 
“A”  Revised — which  are  the  words  sug¬ 
gested  by  myself  as  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee.  I  believe  that  this  lan¬ 
guage — while  essentially  the  same  as  the 
language  adopted  by  the  so-called  Hum¬ 
phrey  substitute,  as  amended — and — 
which  is  the  text  of  the  committee  report 
on  pages  27-29,  would  in  the  long  run 
have  been  more  satisfactory. 

The  essential  differences,  as  Members 
of  the  Senate  will  note  if  they  review  the 
Record  tomorrow  and  compare  it  with 
the  language  contained  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  report,  is  that  Committee  Print  “A” 
Revised  took  a  firmer  stand  than  the 
language  adopted  in  regard  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  and  approval  of  loans,  which 
are  contingent  upon  a  future  loan  for 
their  feasibility,  or  in  connection  with  a 
loan  under  which  the  cooperative-bor¬ 
rower  would  enter  into  a  leasing  ar¬ 
rangement  which  contemplated  the 
ultimate  transfer  of  facilities  which  it) 
developed  or  acquired  as  a  result  of  a 
loan  to  another  cooperative  or  other 
agency  not  eligible  to  borrow  directly 
from  the  REA. 

Another  difference  between  the  2 
texts  was  that  instead  of  furnishing  to 
the  Congress  and  to  the  committees  .at 
the  time  of  the  approval  of  the  loan  the 
1 1  points  of  information  covered  on  page 
28  of  the  committee  report,  the  same  in¬ 
formation  was  to  have  been  compiled 
and  submitted  to  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  within  30  days  after  the  receipt  of 
an  application  and  at  least  30  days  prior 
to  the  approval  of  the  loan. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  that  there  be 
in  one  place  the  substitute  language 
that  appears  in  the  committee  report,  as 
well  as  the  language  which  I  have  just 
referred  to  and  which  was  not  adopted, 
I  request  unanimous  consent  that  the 
committee  report  statement  on  page  27 
through  top  of  page  29  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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Title  II — Credit  Agencies 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Electrification  loan  program 

The  success  of  the  rural  electrification 
program  in  bringing  electricity  to  the  farms 
and  rural  areas  has  been  an  outstanding 
development  in  the  past  quarter  century.  It 
has  benefited  both  the  rural  and  urban  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  national  economy.  The  elec¬ 
trification  of  rural  areas  brought  to  rural 
residents  the  advantages  of  modern  living 
which  city  people  had  long  enjoyed.  Power- 
type  equipment  operated  on  farms  has 
opened  a  vast  market  in  manufacturing  and 
commerce.  Nonfarm  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  have  expanded.  The  rapid  growth 
in  the  economy  has  in  large  part  developed 
from  the  contribution  that  REA-financed 
electrification  loans  has  brought  to  the  rural 
areas. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  this 
year,  the  committee  had  presented  to  it,  as 
it  has  in  the  past,  widely  divergent  views 
with  respect  to  REA  loans  for  generation  and 
transmission  facilities. 

As  previously  stated,  this  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  both  the  rural  electric  coopera¬ 
tives  and  the  private  power  companies  who 
furnish  most  of  the  supply  of  energy  needed 
to  serve  the  electric  cooperatives  are  here  to 
stay  and  they  should  make  every  effort  to 
enter  into  earnest  negotiations  in  reaching 
power  supply  contracts  because  it  is  to  the 
mutual  advantage  of  the  cooperatives  and 
the  private  companies  to  enter  into  satis¬ 
factory  power  supply  arrangements. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  House 
recommended  a  new  procedure  for  REA  after 
hearing  the  differing  points  of  view  sur¬ 
rounding  the  loans  made  by  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  for  generation  and 
transmission  purposes. 

This  committee  concurs  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  set  forth  in  the  House  commit¬ 
tee  report,  to  wit: 

Before  public  funds  are  loaned  for  power 
generation  or  transmission,  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administrator,  in  connection  with 
any  such  loan,  should: 

(1)  Make  a  survey  and  determine  wherein 
the  existing  contract  for  power  or  the  pro¬ 
posed  contract  is  unreasonable; 

(2)  Advice  the  supplier  wherein  such  con¬ 
tract  is  unreasonable;  and 

(3)  Attempt  to  get  such  contract  modified 
to  make  it  reasonable. 

Loans  should  be  made  only  when  reason¬ 
able  contracts  cannot  be  obtained. 

With  regard  to  any  further  generation  and 
major  transmission  loan  approved  in  excess 
of  $2  million,  the  Administrator  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  and  the  Congress,  that  each 
of  these  steps  has  been  taken  and  that  the 
private  .supplier  had  been  given  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  make  the  contract  reasonable,  speci¬ 
fying  the  details,  and  had  refused  or  failed  to 
do  so. 

The  Administrator  also  shall  furnish  the 
Comptroller  General  and  the  Congress  on  the 
date  of  approval  of  each  such  loan  applica¬ 
tion,  the  following  information: 

“(1)  The  name  and  address  of  the  appli¬ 
cant  borrower  and  the  date  of  the  applica¬ 
tion. 

“(2)  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  the 
proposed  generation  facilities.  Indicate  if 
the  proposed  facilities  are  the  initial  or  addi¬ 
tional  unit  or  units  of  a  plant  comprised  of 
one  or  more  units. 

“  (3 )  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  pro¬ 
posed  transmission  facilities,  including  any 
immediate  or  future  plans  to  interconnect 
with  other  transmission  systems. 

“(4)  Description  of  any  long-range  plans 
the  applicant  may  have  for  construction  of 
additional  generation  and  transmission  facil¬ 
ities  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  planned 
facilities. 


“(5)  Comparison  of  the  estimated  costs  of 
generation  by  the  applicant  borrower  with 
the  cost  of  power  available  from  existing 
suppliers,  including  the  final  offer  by  the 
private  supplier  including  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  he  offered  to  meet  applicant’s  long¬ 
term  energy  needs. 

“(6)  Summary  of  the  efforts  made  by  the 
applicant  and  by  REA  to  obtain  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  power  and  energy  requirements  from 
existing  power  suppliers  and  the  reasons  why 
such  efforts  have  not  been  successful. 

“(7)  Explanation  of  the  applicant’s  reasons 
for  seeking  an  REA  loan. 

“(8)  The  amount  of  electric  energy  which 
the  applicant  will  cease  to  purchase  from 
present  power  suppliers  upon  construction 
of  the  generating  plant  for  which  REA  fi¬ 
nancing  is  being  sought. 

“(9)  Explanation  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  feasibility  of  the  requested  loan  for  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmission  facilities  depends 
upon  the  use  of  a  portion  of  the  facilities 
by  others  (including  Federal  power  market¬ 
ing  agencies) . 

“(10)  Details  of  the  applicant’s  plans  to 
sell  or  otherwise  make  available  any  of  the 
power  and  energy  from  the  proposed  genera¬ 
tion  facilities  to  others  (including  Federal 
power  marketing  agencies) . 

“(11)  Names  of  State  agencies  and  com¬ 
missions  having  jurisdiction  over  the  appli¬ 
cant  borrowers.” 

With  respect  to  each  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loan  application,  processed  by  REA 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  procedures, 
the  Administrator  should,  in  order  to  avoid 
dilatory  tactics  or  protracted  delays  on  the 
part  of  either  party  in  such  negotiations, 
establish  a  publicly  announced  period  of  time 
during  which  the  survey,  determinations, 
and  negotiations  will  be  carried  on  prior  to 
a  definite  cutoff  date  set  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator. 

The  committee  is  opposed  to  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  dual  rates  in  power  supply  contracts 
and  believes  that  the  cooperatives  should 
state  their  needs  clearly  and  concretely,  and 
that  the  suppliers  of  power  should  in  turn 
clearly  set  forth  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  power  supply  contracts. 

The  committee  expects  the  administrator 
to  examine  into  all  complaints  which  may 
come  to  his  attention  concerning  territorial 
disputes  between  REA  cooperatives  and  com- 
merical  power  companies,  except  in  States 
having  adequate  statutory  provisions  for 
determining  territorial  and  service  rights, 
and  report  to  the  committee  in  January  of 
each  year  the  salient  facts. involved,  the  dis¬ 
position  of  the  complaints,  and  the  basis  for 
such  dispositions. 

The  committee  instructs  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  REA  to  report  to  both  the  Senate  and 
House  Appropriations  Committees  in  writing 
60  days  in  advance  of  approving  allocations 
of  funds  for  acquiring  or  building  generating 
plants  of  over  $2  million  and  major  trans¬ 
mission  lines,  and  such  other  information 
as  the  committee  may  request. 

Section  V  loans 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  recom¬ 
mendations  in  the  House  committee  report 
that  the  Administrator  of  REA  should  not 
make  section  V  loans  in  competition  with 
private  sources  of  credit,  or  as  a  replacement 
or  substitution  for  loan  funds  available  un¬ 
der  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act,  Public  Law 
87-27.  Such  loans  should  be  very  limited. 
The  committee  requests  the  Administrator 
of  REA  to  provide  it  with  a  summary  of 
pending  section  V  loan  applications  as  well 
as  a  copy  of  his  certification  to  the  Secretary 
on  the  necessity  for  making  these  loans. 

Loan  authorization 


1963  appropriations _  ($480,  000,  000) 

1964  budget  estimate _  (495,  000,  000) 

House  bill _  (495,000,000) 

Committee  recommendation-  (495,  000,  000) 


September  25 

A  total  of  $495  million  of  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  recommended  for  the  electrification 
and  telephone  programs  administered  by  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration.  The 
total  amount  recommended  is  the  amount 
requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  as  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  House  bill. 

New  loan  authorization  of  $495  million  for 
the  rural  electrification  program  is  recom¬ 
mended.  This  is  the  amount  requested  in 
the  budget  estimate  and  carried  in  the  House 
bill.  It  is  a  increase  of  $25  million  of  the 
1963  authorization.  The  committee  concurs 
in  the  action  by  the  House  to  place  $150  mil¬ 
lion  of  this  amount  in  the  contingency  re¬ 
serve.  For  the  telephone  program,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  new  authorization  of 
$70  million,  as  requested  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  and  carried  in  the  House  bill.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  is  an  estimated  carryover  of  $40.7 
million  from  fiscal  1963  making  available  a 
total  of  $110.7  million  for  the  telephone  loan 
program. 

Salaries  and  expenses 


1963  appropriations _ $10,  442,  200 

1964  budget  estimate -  11,344,000 

House  bill _  11,162,000 

Committee  recommendation —  11,287,000 


For  administration  expenses  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration,  the  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  that  $11,287,000  be  appro¬ 
priated,  an  increase  of  $844,800  over  1963, 
and  an  increase  of  $125,000  over  the  House 
bill,  and  $57,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 

The  committee  increase  provide  $573,740 
for  pay  costs,  and  $271,060  to  strengthen 
agency  field  staff  to  carry  out  administrative 
requirements  in  connection  with  the  elec¬ 
trification  loan  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  that  is  the 
statement  which  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  previously  suggested  be  included 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes.  I  am  very 
pleased  that  it  comes  at  this  point,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  within  the  discussion  of  the 
total  bill.  So  that  all  the  colloquy  which 
the  Senator  from  Florida  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  have  had  prior  to 
this  point  may  be  fully  related  to  those 
pages  and  paragraphs  from  the  commit¬ 
tee  report,  I  am  hopeful  that  that  col¬ 
loquy  might  be  placed  at  this  point  in 
our  discussion.  I  ti?ink  it  would  be  more 
relevant. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  would  be  quite  will¬ 
ing  to  have  the  Senator,  on  examing  the 
transcript,  do  so.  I  shall  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  examine  it.  The  Senator 
may  place  that  colloquy  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  if  he  prefers  to  do  so. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  have  discussed 
the  meaning  of  the  provision  relating  to 
other  information  which  the  committee 
may  request.  We  have  made  it  quite 
clear — at  least  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has — that  the  REA  Administrator 
is,  so  to  speak,  on  notice  in  terms  of  the 
loans  that  are  made,  so  that  the  loan 
purpose  relates  directly  to  the  purpose  of 
the  REA  Act.  I  hope  that  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  will  not  be  stretched  . 
and  distorted  in  terms  of  its  application 
so  as  to  bring  discredit  upon  our  fine 
rural  electrification  program.  Rural  de¬ 
velopment  is  one  thing.  Rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  is  a  part  of  rural  development.  I 
have  a  feeling  that  there  must  be  care¬ 
ful  scrutiny  of  loan  applications  as  they 
come  in,  so  that  we  can  be  sure  that  such 
applications  relate  to  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  and  not  to  some  other  aspect  of 
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rural  development  which  might  very  well, 
be  covered  under  another  program,  such 
as  the  Small  Business  Administration, 
the  Area  Redevelopment  Administration, 
and  other  programs  which  are  estab¬ 
lished  for  those  purposes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
the  Senator  in  that  statement.  The  rec¬ 
ord  shows  the  making  of  loans  which 
were  at  least  unwise.  I  have  already  ad¬ 
verted  to  loans  made  for  the  installation 
of  skiing  facilities,  under  section  5  au¬ 
thority  of  the  act.  The  record  will  also 
show  in  at  least  two  instances  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  loans  to  cooperative  groups  for 
the  definite  purpose,  as  disclosed  by  the 
papers,  of  having  the  facilities  trans¬ 
ferred,  after  the  loan  was  paid  out,  to 
agencies  which  do  not  have  the  right  to 
borrow  from  the  REA  at  2  percent 
interest,  or,  on  any  basis. 

I  personally  feel  that  such  procedures 
bypass  the  purposes  of  the  act,  and  can 
only  discredit  this  fine  program.  My 
own  feeling  Is  that  the  REA  itself  must 
administer  its  business  more  carefully 
and  get  away  from  these  manifest  abuses 
and  other  abuses  that  I  could  suggest, 
which  are  shown  amply  by  the  record. 
For  example,  under  G  and  T  loans  ap¬ 
proved,  the  power  was  more  expensive 
than  was  power  which  was  being  bought 
at  the  time  from  a  commercial  supplier 
of  power — which  means  that  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  the  REA  program  were  hav¬ 
ing  to  pay  more  for  their  power  than  if 
they  had  used  the  commercial  supplier 
of  power  to  furnish  their  cooperative 
with  power. 

There  are  abuses.  Any  member  of  the 
committee  knows  that  they  are  amply 
shown  in  the  record.  I  believe  every, 
member  of  the  committee  realizes  that 
fact  and  desires  that  the  abuses  be  cor¬ 
rected.  For  that  reason  I  strongly  sup¬ 
port  the  substitute  language  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  do  not 
believe  it  would  have  been  as  helpful  to 
the  REA,  to  their  customers,  or  to  the 
Nation  as  the  language  which  I  have 
proposed.  But  there  was  so  little  differ¬ 
ence — and  we  do  make  progress — and 
since  it  1s  a  better  set  of  directions  than 
that  given  in  -the  report  of  the  other 
body,  I  support  it  wholeheartedly. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senators 
to  the  second  paragraph  of  page  29  of 
the  report: 

The  committee  instructs  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  REA  to  report  to  both  the  Senate  and 
House  Appropriations  Committees  in  writ¬ 
ing  60  days  in  advance  of  approving  alloca¬ 
tions  of  funds  for  acquiring  or  building  gen¬ 
erating  plants  of  over  $2  million  and  major 
transmission  lines,  and  such  other  informa¬ 
tion  as  the  committee  may  request. 

It  Is  my  well  considered  judgment 
that  the  language  as  now  contained  in 
the  committee  report,  which  represents 
the  substitute  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  but 
language  which  I  had  offered  and  which 
I  have  already  had  placed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  is  less  desirable  than  the  provision 
contained  in  my  recommendations  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  furnishing  of  detailed  in¬ 
formation  on  the  same  large  loans  to  the 
General  Accounting  Office  not  more 
than  30  days  after  the  application  was 
received  and  not  less  than  30  days  be¬ 
fore  approval  was  made. 


In  both  cases  there  was  no  require¬ 
ment  for  hearings  by  our  committee.  I 
have  noticed  in  the  house  organ  issued 
by  the  National  Association  of  Coopera¬ 
tives  a  statement  that  my  report  lan¬ 
guage  recommended  hearings,  while  the 
report  favored  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  and  substituted  on  his  motion 
by  a  vote  of  13  to  10  for  the  report  which 
I  had  recommended,  did  not.  I  wish  to 
say  now  for  the  record  that  in  either 
case,  the  committee  would  have  had 
the  complete  right,  as  in  the  case  of  all 
highly  controversial  situations,  to  de¬ 
mand  as  full  information  as  it  might  re¬ 
quire  to  conduct  hearings  if  in  its  discre¬ 
tion  it  felt  that  course  to  be  desirable. 
But  there  is  no  requirement  in  either 
recommendation  for  hearings,  and  I  am 
sure  there  is  no  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  or  on  my  part 
to  require  hearings,  unless  there  be  such 
a  showing  of  irregularity  of  a  highly 
controversial  character  or  quality  as  to 
make  it  desirable,  in  serving  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  to  hold  a  hearing. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  ^t  that  point? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  the  right  of 
a  committee,  particularly  an  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  at  any  time  when  it 
feels  that  there  is  a  situation  that  ne¬ 
cessitates  a  hearing,  to  have  such  a 
hearing. 

No  excutive  officer  could  deny  us  that 
right.  But  we  do  not  expressly  provide 
that  right,  since  it  is  an  inherent  right 
of  the  Congress  at  any  time. 

The  primary  difference  between  com¬ 
mittee  print  A,  the  language  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  of  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Holland],  and  that  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  was  related 
to  this  fact:  Committee  print  A  lan¬ 
guage  would  have  provided  that  30  days 
after  the  loan  application  certain  infor¬ 
mation  should  be  made  available  to  the 
Comptroller  General.  My  language 
provided  that  on  the  date  of  approval 
of  such  loan  application  the  same  ma¬ 
terial,  the  same  information,  be  made 
available  to  the  Comptroller  General 
and  the  Congress.  That  is  the  prime 
difference. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  one  of  the 
prime  differences.  I  read  further  from 
my  prepared  statement.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  the  major  difference  between  my 
recommendation  and  the  Humphrey 
substitute  is  that  under  my  recommen¬ 
dation  the  information  would  have  been 
filed  with  the  General  Accounting  Office 
whereas  under  the  Humphrey  substitute 
as  adopted,  the  basic  information  would 
come  into  the  committee  directly  with 
full  opportunity  to  require  detailed  in¬ 
formation  if  it  so  desired. 

In  either  case,  the  committee  was  to 
be  given  an  equal  opportunity  in  its  own 
discretion  to  request  a  hearing  and  to 
have  a  hearing  if  it  desired  one.  I  wish 
to  make  that  amply  clear,  for  if  present 
practices  are  continued,  there  will  surely 
be  cases  In  which  hearings  will  be  de¬ 
sirable.  I  hope  there  will  never  be  such 
action. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  understood 
also  that  it  is  not  expected  that  hear¬ 
ings  will  be  held  on  each  loan  applica¬ 
tion  about  which  there  may  be  some 
discussion  or  some  difference  of  opinion. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  has  been  no 
thought  of  that. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  and  I  both  agree  in  that  regard. 
I  wish  to  make  it  crystal  clear. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  think  that  would  be 
highly  disruptive  of  the  regular  proce¬ 
dures  in  the  REA  office.  Let  us  under¬ 
stand  each  other.  No  Senator  can  say 
with  conviction  there  have  not  been 
abuses  in  recent  years  in  the  REA. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is,  of  course, 
a  matter  of  individual  judgment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  the  committee 
even  Senators  who  voted  for  the  sub¬ 
stitute  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
stated  that  unless  abuses  were  corrected 
in  this  year  of  operation,  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  that  we  included  in  our  report, 
they  would  join  me  in  a  stricter  effort 
next  year.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Minnesota  himself  stated  he  would 
make  the  motion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  will  re¬ 
call  that. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  so  informed 
the  Administrator. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  that.  I  believe  it  is  helpful,  coming 
from  him,  since  he  is  one  of  the  best 
friends  the  REA  has.  I  so  recognize  him, 
and  I  pay  tribute  to  him  in  that  capacity. 
It  is  helpful  for  him  to  recognize  that 
there  have  been  abuses  which  should  be 
corrected,  and  that  unless  they  are  cor¬ 
rected  it  will  be  the  clear  duty  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  which  is 
asked  to  supply  large  amounts  of  Federal 
money,  at  nominal  interest  rates — at  2 
percent,  a  little  more  than  half  the  rate 
our  Government  has  to  pay  now  for  long¬ 
term  funds  that  it  borrows.  To  continue 
to  supply  the  money  for  loans,  even  for 
a  very  worthy  purpose,  in  the  face  of  a 
continuation  of  such  abuses  would  be 
something  I  am  sure  the  Senator  would 
not  approve. 

It  is  well  that  this  whole  subject  has 
come  out  into  the  open.  I  join  the  Sen¬ 
ator  in  his  feeling,  and  hope  that  the 
question  will  not  come  up  again  at  the 
end  of  this  year,  but  I  am  perfectly  pre¬ 
pared  to  bring  it  up  unless  there-  is  some 
correction  of  the  abuses  in  the  current 
year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  again? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  REA  has  more 
at  stake  in  this  matter  than  anybody  else, 
because  it  is  quite  clear,  from  reading 
the  current  press  and  magazines  and 
from  information  which  comes  to  me 
from  Senators,  all  of  whom  have  sup¬ 
ported  the  REA  continuously  throughout 
the  years,  that  there  is  anxiety  over  what 
has  been  going  on.  There  is,  I  am  sure, 
a  determination  that  REA  shall  operate 
in  conformity  with  its  original  intent 
and  objectives,  so  that  we  may  all  con¬ 
tinue  to  support  it  wholeheartedly. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to  put 
this  whole  discussion  into  proper  per¬ 
spective.  There  are  individual  Senators 
who  feel  that  there  were  misjudgments 
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or  abuses,  if  we  wish  to  call  them  that,  in 
certain  REA  loan  policies,  and  that 
sometimes  unwise  and  untimely  decisions 
relating  to  them  were  made.  But  the 
record  of  REA  as  an  organization,  as  an 
administration^  and  as  a  program  over 
many  years,  is  a  highly  commendable 
record,  a  statement  with  which  we  would 
all  agree,  I  am  sure. 

I  stated  earlier  that  I  do  not  want  to 
see  the  record  tarnished.  I  do  not  want 
the  REA  to  be  used  for  purposes  other 
than  those  expressly  provided  by  the  act. 
I  do  not  want  the  REA  to  take  on  some 
of  the  more  difficult  and  controversial 
assignments — for  example,  rural  de¬ 
velopment  over  and  beyond  what  REA  is 
supposed  to  do  in  electrification. 

In  this  spirit  I  commend  the  REA  for 
what  it  has  done  in  the  past  and  for 
what  it  is  doing  now.  Both  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  I  are  in  full  agreement 
that  we  want  the  REA  program  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  serve  the  Nation’s  agricultural 
areas  and  other  areas  of  the  agricultural 
economy,  even  as  new  plants  come  into 
some  of  the  rural  areas.  We  want  them 
to  do  this  in  a  way  which  will  commend 
the  REA  Administration  for  what  it  has 
done. 

Mr.  Clapp  is  a  good  Administrator.  I 
know  him  well.  He  is  a  person  with 
whom  one  can  talk.  When  matters  are 
brought  to  his  attention,  he  responds. 
In  the  main,  he  responds  favorable  to 
the  suggestions  which  are  offered. 

I  have  had  a  long  discussion  with  Mr. 
Clapp,  following  the  committee  action. 
I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
had  even  more  extensive  discussions  with 
him. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No.  Mr.  Clapp  has 
not  honored  me  with  a  visit  since  the 
committee  hearings  were  closed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  called  him. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Nor  has  Mr.  Ellis. 
While  some  people  may  regard  me  as  a 
kind  of  bete  noire,  I  would  hope  that 
neither  of  those  gentleman  would.  But 
I  have  not  had  the  pleasure  of  a  discus¬ 
sion  with  either  one  of  them  since  the 
hearings  were  terminated.  I  regret 
that  that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  regret  it,  also. 
I  believe  the  Administrator  would  find 
the  Senator  from  Florida  exceedingly 
helpful.  He  is  always  a  good  man  with 
whom  to  visit.  One  generally  gets  some 
good  ideas  from  him.  I  am  going  to 
publicly  recommend  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  find  time  soon  to  have  that  long 
overdue  visit. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  he  should  come  to 
visit  the  Senator  from  Florida  and  if 
he  should  follow  the  advice  he  will  get 
from  the  Senator  from  Florida  he  will 
put  the  REA  in  a  much  more  impregna¬ 
ble  position  than  it  is  in  now.  I  hope 
that  will  be  the  case  after  the  operation 
of  this  year.  The  REA  is  not  in  an  im¬ 
pregnable  position  now.  We  all  know  it. 

I  hope  I  am  not  misquoting  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  in  saying  that  he 
stated  in  the  committee,  and  again  later 
in  a  private  conference,  that  he  was  pre¬ 
pared  to  say  that  unless  the  abuses  were 
corrected  this  year  he  would  join  in  the 
more  severe  recommendations  next  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  what  I 
said  was  that  if  there  are  abuses  and  if 


those  abuses  are  not  corrected  I  will  join 
in  asking  for  more  restrictive  language. 

Frankly,  I  think  that,  the  ski  loan  was 
unwise.  I  do  not  think  it  was  an  abuse, 
because  it  was  provided  for  under  sec¬ 
tion  5.  If  I  had  been  the  administrator 
who  had  an  appropriation  to  come  before 
the  committee,  I  believe  I  would  not  have 
made  a  loan  for  a  ski  slide  at  that  par¬ 
ticular  time.  But  the  poor  administrator 
was  saddled  with  it  under  section  5.  He 
had  obligations  under  it. 

I  am  not  sufficiently  familiar  with  the 
details  of  the  loan  to  the  Texas  cooper¬ 
ative  to  call  that  an  abuse.  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Florida  thinks  it  was 
wrong.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  had  some  rather  definite 
feelings  about  it.  Frankly,  I  am  not  in 
a  position  to  say  whether  that  was  right 
or  wrong. 

In  my  section  of  the  country,  there 
have  been  no  abuses  of  which  I  know. 
If  the  REA  would  speed  up  a  couple  of 
loan  projects  under  consideration  in  that 
area  I  would  be  appreciative. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  that  the 
administrator  is  following  the  Senator’s 
wise  counsel  sufficiently  to  keep  out  of 
trouble  in  that  area.  I  hope  that  he  will 
follow  that  course  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  for 
the  information  of  all  Senators,  the  re¬ 
lease  from  the  REA  dated  August  15, 
1963,  entitled  in  this  fine  way,  “REA 
Makes  Pennsylvania  Loan  To  Help  Build 
Power  Load,  Create  Jobs,”  and  which 
continues  with  the  statement  that  it  was 
for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  a  ski  resort 
in  the  area  served  by  the  REA. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  release 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

REA  Makes  Pennsylvania  Loan  To  Help 
Build  Power  Load,  Create  Jobs 

A  loan  In  the  amount  of  $110,000  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration  today  to  assist  a  Pennsylvania  rural 
electric  cooperative  in  its  efforts  to  develop 
additional  power  loads  as  a  means  of  bring¬ 
ing  down  the  cost  of  electricity  to  its  mem¬ 
bers  and  helping  create  more  employment  in 
its  area. 

The  TJ.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  said 
the  loan  was  made  to  the  Valley  Rural  Elec¬ 
tric  Cooperative  of  Huntingdon  which  will 
relend  the  funds  to  a  member,  the  Blue 
Knob  Development  Corp.  of  Altoona.  It 
proposes  to  use  the  money  to  finance  elec¬ 
trical  facilities  involved  in  the  building  of 
a  year-round  recreational  area  near  Blue 
Knob  State  Park. 

The  corporation  plans  to  -develop  a  ski  re¬ 
sort,  including  seven  ski  slopes,  which  will 
utilize  area  resources  and  provide  additional 
employment.  The  resort,  which  will  eventu¬ 
ally  be  improved  for  year-round  recreational 
use,  will  also  be  financed  from  local  invest¬ 
ments  and  a  loan  from  the  Area  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Administration,  X7.S.  Department  of 
Commerce. 

The  rural  electric  cooperative,  which  looks 
to  the  development  as  a  source  of  additional 
power  revenues  estimated  at  $5,000  annually, 
will  finance  the  installation  of  necessary 
wiring  and  electrically  operated  equipment. 
It  will  include  power  units  to  operate  a 
double  chair  lift,  a  pull  lift,  a  T-bar  lift  and 
snowmaking  equipment  aimed  at  insuring 
maximum  usage  of  the  resort. 

Such  consumer  facility  loans  are  made  by 
REA  under  the  consumer-financing  provision. 
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(sec.  5)  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act.  The 
agency  makes  the  loans  only  when  financing 
from  other  sources  is  not  available  locally. 

According  to  present  plans,  the  project  will 
open  with  58  employees  and  increase  the 
number  to  88  on  a  seasonal  basis  by  the 
end  of  the  second  year  of  operation.  The 
increasing  use  of  the  recreation  area  by 
skiers,  probably  17,700  the  first  season  and 
26,600  the  second,  also  is  expected  to  pro¬ 
mote  employment  in  the  surrounding  area. 

Rural  electric  cooperatives  operate  in  thin 
rural  areas  and  attempt  to  build  and  diversify 
their  loads  in  an  effort  to  make  more  ef¬ 
ficient  use  of  their  facilities. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point,  also,  in  order  that  Senators 
may  not  have  to  look  up  the  contents 
of  section  5,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
place  in  the  Record,  for  the  information 
of  Senators,  section  5  of  the  REA  Act,  so 
that  at  the  proper  place  in  this  discus¬ 
sion  reference  may  be  made  to  that  sec¬ 
tion  without  research. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  section 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Sec.  5.  The  Administrator  is  authorized 
and  empowered,  from  the  sums  hereinbefore 
authorized,  to  make  loans  for  the  purpose 
of  financing  the  wiring  of  the  premises  of 
persons  in  rural  areas  and  the  acquisition 
and  installation  of  electrical  and  plumbing 
appliances  and  equipment.  Such  loans  may 
be  made  to  any  of  the  borrowers  of  funds 
loaned  under  the  provisions  of  section  4,  or 
to  any  person,  firm,  or  corporation  supply¬ 
ing  or  installing  the  said  wiring,  appliances, 
or  equipment.  Such  loans  shall  be  for  such 
terms,  subject  to  such  conditions,  and  so 
secured  as  reasonably  to  assure  repayment 
thereof,  and  shall  be  at  a  rate  of  interest  of 
2  per  centum  per  annum;  interest  rates  on 
the  unmatured  and  unpaid  balance  of  any 
.  loans  made  pursuant  to  this  section  prior 
to  September  21,  1944,  shall  be  adjusted  to 
2  per  centum  per  annum.  (May  20,  1936,  ch. 
432,  §  5,  49  Stat.  1365;  Sept.  21,  1944,  ch.  412, 
Title  V,  §  502(b) ,  58  Stat.  739.) 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  follow¬ 
ing  the  amendment  to  the  Humphrey 
substitute,  the  committee  voted  13  to  10 
in  favor  of  the  revised  language,  as  it 
appears  in  the  committee  report. 

I  believe  that  the  action  taken  by  the 
committee  should  have  a  salutary  effect 
on  those  private  power  suppliers  who 
have  attempted  to  impose  dual  rates  or 
other  unfair  terms  and  conditions  in 
power  supply  contractors,  or  who  fail  to 
bairgain  locally  with  cooperatives  on 
long-term  supply  contracts.  I  also  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  committee  action  will  have 
a  salutary  effect  upon  any  cooperatives, 
upon  the  administration,  and  upon  the 
REA  itself  in  any  case  where  there  is  a 
desire  to  issue  large  generation  and 
transmission  loans  without  adequate 
reason  therefor  when  such  new  facili¬ 
ties  would  duplicate  existing  private  fa¬ 
cilities  or,  as  in  some  cases  already  exist¬ 
ing,  would  bring  higher  rates  upon  the 
REA  customers.  I  am  hopeful  that  both 
the  rural  electric  cooperatives  and  the 
private  power  companies  will  be  en¬ 
couraged  to  work  together  as  har¬ 
moniously  as  possible. 

Under  the  procedure  adopted  by  the 
committee,  which  includes  the  additions 
noted  to  procedural  recommendations 
made  by  the  House  committee,  it  is  my 
belief  that  both  parties  of  interest  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  deal  with  each 
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other  equitably  and  fairly.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  the  action  taken  first  by  the  House 
committee  and  now  by  this  committee 
will  deter  private  power  suppliers  from 
making  unreasonable  demands  in  pow¬ 
er  supply  contracts  and  deter  the  REA 
Administrator  from  making  loans  until 
such  procedural  requirements  as  have 
been  set  forth  are  fully  complied  with. 
When  loans  are  announced  under  the 
directives  of  both  committees,  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  general  public  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  with  considerable  information. 
The  points  listed  are  minimal.  The  Ad- 
•ministrator  of  REA  should  feel  free,  in 
my  opinion,  to  release  such  additional 
factual  information  as  essential  to  a  full 
disclosure  as  is  pertinent. 

In  regard  to  section  5  loans,  as  to 
which  the  statements  on  the  Humphrey 
amendment  and  my  own  recommenda¬ 
tion  were  identical,  the  statement  in  the 
House  committee  report  and  the  state¬ 
ment  in  the  Senate  committee  report 
emphasize  that  the  REA  Administrator 
is  not  to  make  section  5  loans  except  for 
the  original  intent  of  such  loans,  and 
certainly  not  for  purposes  of  or  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  loan  purposes  under  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act.  In  the  Area  Rede¬ 
velopment  Act,  ample  authority  and  rea¬ 
sonable  terms  and  conditions  or  loans  at 
4  percent  interest  were  authorized  by  the 
Congress. 

I,  for  one,  hope  that  the  REA  Admin¬ 
istrator,  will  see  the  light  in  this  regard 
and  immediately  discontinue  from  the 
further  consideration,  and  certainly  not 
approve  any  more  loans  in  competition 
with  private  sources  of  credit,  or  as  a 
replacement  or  substitution  for  loan 
funds  available  under  the  Area  Redevel¬ 
opment  Act,  Public  Law  87-27. 

As  a  member  of  the  Standing  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and 
as  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Agricultural  Credit  and  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  in  that  committee,  there  has  been 
referred  to  that  subcommittee  S.  1855, 
introduced  by  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Dominick],  for  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  and 
S.  1926,  introduced  by  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  for  himself  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
proposed  to  increase  the  interest  rates 
on  REA  loans,  and  for  other  purposes. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  conduct  hear¬ 
ings  this  year  on  these  two  bills  or  any 
substitute  bill  proposing  an  increase  of 
interest  rate  upon  loans  made  by  the 
agency.  It  is  my  current  belief  that  the 
action  required  by  the  reports  accom¬ 
panying  the  appropriation  bill  will  serve 
to  curb  excessive  and  unwarranted  loans 
on  the  part  of  the  REA,  and  encourage 
private  power  companies  to  offer  to  the 
cooperatives  fair  and  reasonable  con¬ 
tracts  for  energy  supplies. 

It  is  expected,  as  stated  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  that  neither  party  will  en¬ 
gage  in  dilatory  tactics  and  that  each 
party  will  respect  the  respective  service 
territories.  Further,  the  private  power 
companies  are  discouraged  from  at¬ 
tempting  to  impose  dual  rates  in  power 
supply  contracts. 

I  expect  that  the  Administrator  of  the 
REA,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  will  promptly  develop 
and  issue  in  proper  form  the  necessary 


procedures  to  comply  with  committee 
directives.  I  further  expect  that  the 
data  released  to  the  Congress  on  loans 
made  will  fully  cover  the  salient  facts 
involved  in  each  case  so  that  each 
Member  of  the  Congress,  in  either  body, 
can  formulate  his  own  opinion  on  the 
merits  on  either  side  in  connection  with 
those  loans  made  in  the  future  which 
appear  to  be  controversial.  I  am  fully 
satisfied  that  the  action  taken  by  the 
committees  should  serve  to  protect  the 
rural  electrification  program. 

There  are  some  who  are  saying  that 
these  actions  would  serve  to  hurt  the 
REA.  To  the  contrary — and  I  give  this 
warning  with  the  greatest  seriousness  I 
can — if  there  is  no  correction  of  these 
existing  abuses,  I  think  the  failure  to 
make  the  corrections  will  do  more  to 
destroy  the  REA  than  anything  else  that 
could  happen. 

In  spite  of  all  of  the  charges  and  in¬ 
nuendoes  that  were  recently  made  about 
my  position,  I  know  that  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  is  united  in  its  belief  that  the 
ability  of  the  agency  to  make  generation 
and  transmission  loans  when  such  are 
appropriate  should  be  protected;  and 
this  protection  we  have  attempted  to 
provide  without  recourse  to  punitive 
measures. 

Similarly,  I  feel  I  speak  for  the  entire 
subcommittee  in  stating  that  we  are  op¬ 
posed  to  the  further  consideration  of 
section  5  loans  for  purposes  of  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  promised  to  ask 
for  a  quorum  call,  but  I  see  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  who  asked  me  to  make 
that  promise  is  in  the  Chamber,  so  I  will 
propose  the  action  which  I  told  him  I 
would  not  propose  until  I  had  done  as 
I  promised.  Then  if  there  is  a  request 
for  a  quorum  call,  I  shall  be  glad  to  ac¬ 
cede  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  committee  amendments  be 
agreed  to  en  bloc,  and  that  the  bill  as 
thus  amended  be  considered  as  original 
text  for  the  purpose  of  amendment,  and 
that  no  point  of  order  will  be  waived  by 
so  doing. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  object.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  has  done  an  excellent  piece  of 
work  on  the  bill,  but  there  are  some  items 
in  it  that  I  would  like  to  have  explained.  . 
I  think  it  would  be  more  in  keeping  with 
orderly  procedure  to  follow  that  course. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  with¬ 
in  his  rights  in  objecting.  However,  I 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  are 
numerous  amendments  in  the  bill — 
somewhere  upward  of  60.  Perhaps  those 
amendments  which  the  Senator  feels  are 
of  sufficient  importance  to  be  dealt  with 
in  the  way  he  has  suggested  could  be 
singled  out  from  the  others,  and  the 
Senate  might  take  such  action  as  I  have 
suggested  with  respect  to  such  amend¬ 
ments.  However,  the  Senator  is  within 
his  rights.  I  respect  his  view,  and  will 
withdraw  my  request  and  will  not  make 
it  again  until  the  Senator  has  been  given 
due  notice. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  that.  I  am  not  trying  to  delay 
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action  on  the  bill.  Some  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  are  routine.  I  want  an  explana¬ 
tion  on  some  of  them  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  President  has  made  much  of 
a  statement  claiming  that  there  has  been 
a  $900  million  reduction  in  the  cost  of 
the  agriculture  program  this  year  as 
compared  with  last  year.  I  thought  in 
the  process  we  might  be  able  to  learn 
just  where  that  saving  has  been 
achieved. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  think  that  is  a  very 
worthy  objective.  I  respect  it.  I  with¬ 
draw  my  request  at  this  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
reason  why  I  would  like  to  be  enlight¬ 
ened  in  that  respect  is  that  I  have  ex¬ 
amined  the  cost  of  the  program  in  de¬ 
tail,  and  I  have  been  unable  to  learn 
where  the  $900  million  saving  is.  I  am 
always  willing  to  be  enlightened. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
stated  to  several  Senators  who  requested 
information  as  to  whether  there  would 
be  any  voting  this  afternoon  that  I  did 
not  intend  to  take  any  action  which 
would  result  in  voting,  so  Senators  could 
attend  to  other  business.  My  intention 
is  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
so  the  leadership  can  be  notified.  If 
there  is  further  business  to  be  taken 
up,  or  if  there  are  amendments  to  which 
there  is  no  objection  to  be  offered,  or  if 
Senators  have  amendments  to  offer  so 
they  may  be  printed  and  lie  on  the  table, 
that  can  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  that  two 
or  three  Senators  wish  to  address  ques¬ 
tions  to  me  concerning  some  of  the  items 
in  the  bill.  It  occurs  to  me  that  this  may 
be  an  appropriate  time  for  them  to  do  so. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  them,  as  they 
may  wish. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  wish  to  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion  specifically  about  the  proposal  to 
waive  a  point  of  order  so  as  to  consider 
legislation  to  authorize  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  additional  funds  for  rural  hous¬ 
ing.  Can  the  Senator  state  where  that 
item  appears  in  the  report? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  the  item  ‘  rural 
housing  loans,”  on  page  31  of  the  report. 

This  provision  appears  in  the  bill  by 
reason  of  a  motion  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis], 
who  is  in  the  Chamber,  to  increase  the 
borrowing  authorization  of  rural  hous¬ 
ing  loans  by  $25  million.  This  is  an  un¬ 
usual  way  to  act  on  a  problem  which  cer¬ 
tainly  exists. 

As  I  understand,  the  total  unexpended 
authorization  is  about  $150  million,  or 
close  thereto.  The  recommended  pro¬ 
gram  for  this  year  is  $350  million.  The 
committee  recommends  to  the  FHA  that 
it  exhaust  its  authorization,  but  still  only 
provide  a  maximum  of,  let  us  say,  only 
$150  million. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  as  I  understood  his  point, 
wanted  to  be  certain  that  there  was 
enough  provided  in  the  authorization  to 
allow  Congress  time  enough  in  the  next 
year  to  consider  pending  legislation  to 
provide  insuring  authority  to  allow’  the 
full  program,  as  contemplated  by  the 
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budget,  to  be  carried  out.  That  legisla¬ 
tion  has  not  moved,  as  I  understand. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi,  who  is 
in  the  Chamber  and  could  better  answer 
the  question  of  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  than  I  can,  felt  that  adding  $25 
million  to  the  present  borrowing  author¬ 
ization  would  make  certain  that  Con¬ 
gress,  when  it  met  next  year,  would  have, 
let  us  say,  until  March  to  act  on  the 
pending  legislation.  If  I  am  not  correct, 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  to 
correct  me. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

The  basic  facts  are  largely  as  they  have 
been  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Florida. 
The  budget  recommendation  was  $400 
million  for  fiscal  1964  to  provide  rural 
housing  loans — that  is,  loans  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  repair  of  dwellings.  In 
their  entirety,  these  loans  are  to  be  re¬ 
paid  with  interest.  No  grant  or  conces¬ 
sion  of  any  kind  is  provided — merely  the 
authority  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury 
to  make  the  loans,  all  of  which  are  to  be 
repaid  with  interest.  The  payment  rec¬ 
ord  is  excellent. 

That  authority  is  almost  exhausted. 
To  meet  the  situation  for  future  years, 
the  administration  recommended  new 
legislation  in  the  form  of  a  guaranteed 
loan  program,  an  entirely  different  pro¬ 
gram.  Congress  would  be  required  to  en¬ 
act  new  legislation.  It  is  now  the  month 
of  September.  The  proposed  legislation 
has  not  moved  either  in  the  House  or 
in  the  Senate.  It  has  not  been  active. 
No  hearings  have  been  held.  I  do  not 
believe  a  bill  has  been  introduced  in  the 
Senate  in  accordance  with  the  proposed 
new  plan.  A  bill  was  perhaps  introduced 
in  the  House,  but  was  abandoned.  So 
we  are  faced  with  the  situation  that  the 
rural  housing  program  is  the  only  one 
among  all  the  programs  for  housing  to 
which  Congress  is  not  giving  any  atten¬ 
tion.  Unless  something  is  done  to  re¬ 
lease  these  funds  and  to  add  at  least  a 
pittance  to  them,  the  program  will  fall 
by  the  wayside. 

The  authorization  was  to  be  $150  mil¬ 
lion,  but,  as  I  recall  the  original  plan, 
the  authorization  was  to  be  extended  over 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  I  believe  the 
report  recommends  that  the  funds  all 
be  released;  and  presumably  the  admin¬ 
istration  would  act  on  that  proposal. 
Even  if  all  the  funds  are  released,  as  the 
report  requests,  there  would  still  be  a 
shortage  of  $250  million  according  to  the 
budget  requests. 

The  sum  proposed  to  be  added  is  $25 
million  rather  than  $250  million.  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  have  correctly  stated  the  figures. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
background  for  discussion,  I  should  like 
to  read  from  the  budget  justifications 
which  relate  to  this  subject  and  which 
appear  on  page  80  of  the  hearings  be¬ 
fore  the  committee : 

To  meet  the  Increased  demand,  legislation 
Is  being  proposed  to  provide  a  program  of  in¬ 
sured  rural  housing  loans  under  title  V  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949.  Under  such  an 
insured  loan  program,  it  is  anticipated  that 
this  loan  activity  wiU  reach  the  level  of 
$350  million  in  1964,  which  together  with 
the  direct  loans  of  $50  million  will  make  a 
total  loan  program  of  $400  million. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  statement  that 
was  made  originally  is  substantially  cor¬ 
rect.  The  $25  million  item  was  suggested 
by  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  as  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  legislation. 
It  would  increase  the  remaining  author¬ 
ization  for  this  type  of  loan  to  $175  mil¬ 
lion  orthereabouts,  in  the  hope  that  that 
would  last  long  enough  into  the  new  year 
to  allow  Congress  to  pass  upon  either  the 
pending  legislation  or  to  pass  some  legis¬ 
lation  that  would  appropriately  take  care 
of  this  program,  which  has  proved  to  be 
a  very  effective  and  a  very  useful  one. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Let  me  say  that  my 
questioning  is  not  in  any  way  critical  of 
the  provision  or  unfriendly  toward  it. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  discussed  this  with  me. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  Senator  dis¬ 
cussed  this  with  me  before  it  was  ever 
proposed  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  It  received  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  agree  that  we 
would  need  the  money.  There  are  some 
things  regarding  the  whole  program  that 
I  should  like  to  be  able  to  state  for  the 
Record.  I  am  not  prepared  to  do  so  at 
the  present  time;  but  during  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  tomorrow,  I  hope 
to  go  rather  fully  into  this  program  and 
to  present  all  the  facts. 

I  do  want  it  clearly  understood  that  I 
do  not  wish  this  action  to  be  considered 
a  precedent. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thoroughly  agree; 
and  I  believe  it  very  unfortunate  that  we 
are  driven  to  take  this  step. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  realize  that,  and 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  and  I 
agreed  to  that  when  the  subject  was  first 
broached.  In  fact,  just  this  morning  we 
said  there  was  no  such  intention. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Senator  stated 
that  the  farm  housing  legislation  was  not 
receiving  any  attention.  I  assure  him 
that  our  Housing  Subcommittee  has  been 
quite  attentive.  We  have  been  trying  to 
get  the  additional  funds  authorized  and 
released  for  the  Budget  Bureau,  for  use 
immediately.  The  Budget  Bureau  in¬ 
terpreted  the  1961  act  as  requiring  that 
the  money  be  spread  over  4  years.  That 
is  where  the  fiscal  year  1964  and  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1965  come  into  the  picture.  But 
that  was  not  the  intention  at  all.  There 
is  not  one  word  of  that  sort  in  the  law. 
The  Senator  will  remember  that  the 
Housing  Act  of  1961  was  a  very  large  one; 
it  covered  many  programs,  and  covered 
them  in  depth;  and  some  of  them  were 
extended  for  as  long  as  4  years.  Much 
has  been  said  here  about  its  being  a 
4-year  program.  The  fact  that  it  is  a 
broad  program  is  testified  to  by  the  fact 
that  neither  last  year  nor  this  year  have 
we  had  a  housing  program. 

We  do  contemplate  one  for  next  year; 
and  in  that  program,  farm  housing  will 
be  handled  again.  But  just  because 
from  time  to  time  we  referred  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  whole  as  a  4-year  program, 
it  was  assumed  that  that  also  applied 
to  farm  housing.  However,  not  one  word 


in  the  law  limited  farm  housing  to  that 
period  of  time. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  know 
that,  because  the  interpretation  had  been 
the  other  way. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  realize  that;  and 
we  have  been  protesting  that  interpreta¬ 
tion,  and  I  am  very  hopeful  that  we  shall 
be  able  to  get  the  balance  of  that  money 
released.  This  is  one  of  the  best  pro¬ 
grams  we  have  ever  had.  I  take  a  great 
deal  of  pride  in  the  fact  that  I  introduced 
the  bill  originally  in  1949,  and  it  was 
written  into  the  law  that  year,  and  has 
been  a  wonderful  program. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  has  been  instrumental  in  getting  it 
liberalized,  and  experience  has  proved 
that  those  additions  to  the  law  were 
sound. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Yes.  It  has  been 
most  helpful  to  our  farm  people  and  to 
others  in  the  rural  areas. 

With  reference  to  the  insurance  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  been  referred  to,  it  was 
tried  back  in  1954,  I  believe.  During  the 
Eisenhower  administration,  an  insurance 
program  was  enacted,  but  it  never  got  off 
the  ground.  It  did  not  work.  I  am  not  at 
all  sure  that  it  can  be  made  to  work.  I 
understand  that  in  view  of  the  way  it  is 
proposed  this  time,  it  is  hoped  it  can  be 
made  to  work ;  but  I  do  not  believe  it  will. 
Certainly  it  cannot  be  more  effective  than 
the  present  plan,  which  is  a  small  direct- 
loan  program.  As  measured  by  housing 
programs  generally,  it  is  not  a  large  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Nor  can  it  be  made 
effective  at  all  for  the  current  fiscal  year, 
which  is  moving  on. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  true. 

I  do  not  advocate  the  insurance  plan. 
I  was  not  for  it  when  it  was  first  passed; 
but  I  watched  it  with  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
terest.  Frankly,  I  am  sorry  that  it  did 
not  take  hold.  But  it  did  not.  It  does 
not  fit.  The  FHA  insurance  plan  fits  the 
city  dweller  who  earns  a  monthly  salary 
which  enables  him  to  make  regular 
monthly  payments;  but  it  does  not  fit  the 
farmer,  who  often  has  but  a  single  crop 
which  he  sells  at  a  certain  time  of  the 
year,  and  is  not  prepared  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  in  a  way  that  fits  a  program  of 
that  kind. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida — for  I  am  not  sure  he  understood 
me  a  few  minutes  ago — that  I  wish  to 
make  some  remarks  on  this  program  to¬ 
morrow.  So  I  hope  that  before  this 
point  is  disposed  of,  I  may  have  the  priv¬ 
ilege  of  speaking  in  somewhat  more  de¬ 
tail  than  I  have  this  afternoon,  because 
I  believe  this  program  has  not  received 
the  notice  it  should  have.  I  believe  it 
has  been  a  great  help  to  the  agriculture 
programs  throughout  the  country.  Many 
people  do  not  realize  that  some  of  our 
worst  slums  are  in  the  farm  areas.  They 
do  not  show  up  so  badly,  because  they 
are  single  shacks;  but  when  thrown  to¬ 
gether  they  would  present  the  same  slum 
appearance  that  a  great  slum  in  a  city 
does.  The  average  farmer  would  like  to 
change  that  situation;  and  if  he  is  given 
the  opportunity  to  do  so,  he  will  change 
it.  That  is  what  is  happening  here. 
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In  recent  weeks  and  months,  I  have 
received  a  great  many  letters  from  peo¬ 
ple  over  the  country — bankers,  business¬ 
men  in  the  cities,  farm  agents,  and  peo¬ 
ple  of  every  following — who  have  the 
community  welfare  at  heart.  They  urge 
that  we  do  something  about  this  farm 
home  program,  in  order  that  it  will  not 
“dry  up  on  the  vine.” 

I  certainly  do  not  intend  to  oppose  this 
program.  I  did  want  to  make  clear  two 
points:  First,  that  I  do  not  want  this  ac¬ 
tion  to  be  considered  a  precedent;  and 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has  agreed 
all  along  that  it  would  not  be  considered 
a  precedent.  Second,  before  this  matter 
is  finally  disposed  of,  I  wish  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  present  it  in  greater  de¬ 
tail  than  I  have  been  able  to  do  here  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  have  that  opportunity.  I  do 
not  know  at  what  stage  this  matter  will 
be  reached.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
has  been  authorized  by  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  to  call  up  the  motion  to  waive  the 
rule,  in  the  event  a  point  of  order  is 
raised,  as  the  Senator  knows.  So  there 
may  or  may  not  be  debate  at  consider¬ 
able  length.  I  have  no  information 
about  that — although  I  know  the  debate 
will  be  illuminated  by  the  participation 
of  the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  know  from  ex¬ 
perience  that  an  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  which  carries  items  which  total 
from  $6  to  $7  billion - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  This  one  totals  a  lit¬ 
tle  over  $6  billion. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  have  seen  such 
agricultural  appropriation  bills  debated 
in  the  Senate  for  a  week  or  two,  although 
I  do  not  anticipate  that  much  time  will 
be  used  on  this  one.  At  any  rate,  I  hope 
to  be  on  the  floor  tomorrow  afternoon 
while  the  bill  is  being  considered,  and  at 
the  proper  time  I  hope  to  be  recognized, 
in  order  to  speak  in  greater  detail  on  this 
subject. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  for  his  remarks. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  would  mind  answering  a  few 
questions,  to  clear  up  this  matter.  I 
shall  read  from  page  81  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  hearings.  I  had  not  realized  until 


recently  that  there  was  a  grant  provision 
in  this  particular  piece  of  proposed  leg¬ 
islation.  Can  the  Senator  inform  me 
whether  any  of  the  money  that  would  be 
appropriated  under  the  housing  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  used  for  grants? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  the  Senator 
is  referring  to  another  section  of  the 
bill  that  relates  to  an  increase  and  en¬ 
largement  of  the  development  loans  and 
repair  and  improvement  grants,  and  not 
that  section  of  the  bill  that  we  have 
been  discussing,  which  deals  solely  with 
an  increased  authorization  for  rural 
housing  loans  in  the  amount  of  $25  mil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  was  my  impres¬ 
sion,  but  I  wished  to  have  the  Record 
clear  that  we  would  not,  through  that 
particular  amendment,  appropriate  any 
further  money  toward  grants,  which  is 
a  philosophy  with  which  I  do  not  agree. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  My  understanding 
is — and  if  I  am  in  error,  I  can  be  correct¬ 
ed — that  that  amendment  deals  solely 
with  direct  loans  for  rural  housing. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  agree  with  the 
interpretation  of  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida.  In  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949  are  three  sections,  numbered  509, 
510  and  511,  that  deal  with  those  loans. 
Sections  509  and  510  deal  with  grants. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  available 
grants  have  been  used  to  any  great  ex¬ 
tent.  They  were  primarily  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  cleaning  up  insanitary  conditions, 
and  community  projects  of  that  kind, 
rather  than  for  the  individual  home.  I 
believe  that  program  has  virtually  dis¬ 
appeared.  At  any  rate,  if  there  is  to  be 
an  appropriation  for  that  purpose,  it 
must  be  made  separately. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  correct,  am  I 
not,  that  the  provision  to  which  I  have 
referred — is  only  for  the  purpose  of  mak¬ 
ing  loans  for  rural  housing? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Under  section  511; 
and  that  is  the  only  provision  in  that 
section. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  made  a  point.  The 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  far  more  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  subject  than  I  am,  but 
based  upon  my  investigation,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  any  question  that  the  $25 


million  item  relates  solely  to  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  loans  to  be  paid  back  periodi¬ 
cally  with  interest.  The  rate  of  interest 
is  higher  than  the  Government  pays,  and 
it  is  higher  than  the  cost  of  maintaining 
the  program.  I  believe  the  program 
operates  at  a  little  profit  now. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  very  much  appreciate 
the  answers  of  all  three  distinguished 
Senators.  So  it  is  clear  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  does  not  relate  to 
grants.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  phi¬ 
losophy  that  the  Government  has  a  right 
to  make  that  kind  of  grant  to  certain 
individuals  in  preference  to  others. 

I  should  like  to  ask  a  question  which 
has  been  asked  of  me  many  times.  Has 
the  Senator  any  information  on  the  use 
of  the  program  to  make  loans  Within  the 
areas  of  subdivisions,  towns  and  cities? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  no  such  infor¬ 
mation.  I  have  in  the  file  information 
as  to  the  full  amount  of  the  program, 
but  as  to  the  specific  locus  of  the  loans, 
I  could  not  say  whether  any  loans  have 
been  made  within  incorporated  towns. 
I  do  not  believe  so,  but  I  could  not  give 
the  Senator  any  assurance  on  that 
question.  Has  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  any  facts  on  that  subject? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  has  some.  Perhaps  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  knows  the  situation 
better  than  I. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  act  was 
amended  a  few  years  ago  to  change  the 
language  to  read  “rural  areas.”  Of 
course,  under  the  census  definition  of 
“rural  areas,”  the  area  involved  might 
possibly  be  a  subdivision,  particularly  if 
it  were  a  fringe  area  of  a  town.  It  might 
be  possible  to  make  such  loans,  but  I 
have  never  known  such  loans  to  be  made 
by  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
Down  my  way  they  operate  in  the 
country. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  briefly? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  gladly.  I 
wonder  if  it  would  be  appropriate  for 
me  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  report  of  the  Fanners  Home 
Administration  on  its  housing  loans, 
showing  the  breakdown  between  States, 
the  number  of  such  loans,  and  other  per¬ 
tinent  information.  If  so,  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  tables 
showing  that  information  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


— Rural  housing  loans:  Number  of  borrowers,  amount  loaned  and  payments,  cumulative  through  Dec.  31,  1962 


Borrowers  paid  in  full  or  otherwise  satisfied 

Borrowers  with  unpaid  balance  as  of  Dec.  31,  1962 

Total 

Dum- 

Total 

Payments 

Scheduled 

Principal  and  interest  payments 

State  and  territory 

ber  of 
bor¬ 
rowers 

amount 

loaned 

Num- 

Total  i 

Principal 2 

Interest 5 

Num¬ 

ber 

install¬ 

ments 

(principal 

and 

interest) 

Total 

Regular  and  advance 
payments  made  on 
scheduled  Installments 

Extra 

pay¬ 

ments 

ber 

Amount 1 

As  percent 
of  schedule 

and 

refunds 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(6) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

"(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

U.S.  total _ _ _ 

70, 126 

$528,  594,  962 

13,  699 

$75, 257,  556 

$64, 098, 861 

$11, 158, 695 

56,427 

$86, 001, 595 

$95, 141, 763 

$89, 957, 835 

105 

$5, 183, 928 

Alabama _ _ _ 

4,484 

90 

34,  733, 326 

1, 387,  495 

2,  387, 305 
18,  233,  627 

731 

4, 368, 084 
27,001 

3, 738,  271 
26,600 

629, 813 
401 

3,753 

6, 647, 076 

6, 402,  434 

6, 025,  589 

107 

376, 845 

Alaska _ 

3 

87 

41, 101 

47,590 

39, 358 

96 

8,232 

Arizona . . . . 

237 

82 

700,136 
2, 994,  216 

604,683 

95,  453 

155 

365,  030 

369,  004 

356,  534 

100 

12,  470 

Arkansas _ _ _ _ 

3,377 

795 

2, 585, 908 

408, 308 

2,582 

2, 845,  497 

3,228,251 

3,054,071 

107 

174, 180 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Rural  housing  loans:  Number  of  borrowers ,  amount  loaned  and  'payments ,  cumulative  through  DcC.  81 ,  1962 — Continued 


Borrowers  paid  in  full  or  otherwise  satisfied 

Borrowers  with  unpaid  balance  as  of  Dec.  31,  1962 

Total 

Payments 

Principal  and  interest  payments 

num- 

Total 

Scheduled 

ber  of 

amount 

install- 

State  and  territory 

bor- 

loaned 

Num- 

ments 

Regular  and  advance 

rowers 

ber 

(principal 

payments  made  on 

Extra 

and 

scheduled  installments 

pay- 

Num- 

Total  > 

Principal 2 

Interest 3 

interest) 

Total 

ments 

ber 

and 

Amount  1 

As  percent 

refunds 

of  schedule 

a) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

GO) 

(H) 

(12) 

California . - . . 

1,  081 

$9,  849,  384 

423 

$3, 014,  232 

$2,  565,  266 

$448, 966 

658 

$1,  729, 308 

$1, 803, 903 

$1,  715, 450 

99 

$88,  453 

Colorado... . . . . 

502 

4,  697,  929 

162 

1,  073,  649 

892,  944 

180,  705 

400 

647, 161 

689,  614 

627,  501 

97 

62, 113 

Connecticut . . . — 

75 

478,  692 

37 

186, 153 

161,  667 

24,  486 

38 

41, 108 

37,  870 

37,  669 

92 

201 

Delaware - 

46 

396,  590 

5 

24,  534 

22, 140 

2,394 

41 

36,  888 

40,  584 

35,  293 

96 

5,  291 

Florida.  .  . . . 

2,289 

20,  951,  869 

383 

2,  866, 166 

2, 498,  451 

367,  715 

1,906 

3,  375,  549 

3,  684,  724 

3,  488,  049 

103 

196,  675 

Georgia.. - - - - 

4,  328 

30,  889,  662 

844 

4,  487,  896 

3,  79$,  965 

688,  931 

3,484 

4,  577,  269 

5,  271,  848 

4,  930,  458 

108 

341,  390 

Hawaii - - - - 

303 

3,  216,  970 

59 

502, 168 

419,  697 

82,  471 

244 

538,  244 

610,  301 

584,  794 

109 

25,  507 

Idaho  _ 

939 

7,  989, 134 

226 

1,  616,  382 

1,  342,  232 

274, 150 

713 

1,  454,  533 

1,  493,  029 

1,  452, 168 

100 

40,  861 

Illinois _ _ 

864 

5,  599,  552 

293 

1,  239,  038 

1,  058,  826 

180,  812 

571 

920,311 

985,  363 

954,  441 

103 

30,  922 

Indiana _ 

846 

6,  484,  399 

219 

1, 056,  731 

.  891,607 

165, 124 

627 

1, 022,  029 

1,  104,  600 

1,  052,  802 

103 

51,798 

Iowa - - 

1,315 

10. 186, 060 

237 

1, 161,985 

988,  554 

173.  431 

1,078 

1,  515,  785 

1,  614,  712 

1,  559,  144 

103 

55,  568 

Kansas..  .  _ 

1.041 

7,  618,  970 

204 

1,124,242 

962,  867 

161,375 

837 

1, 132,  564 

1,  276,  057 

1, 169,283 

103 

106, 774 

Kentucky - 

1,668 

13,233,013 

281 

1,  495, 214 

1,  267,  845 

227, 369 

1,387 

2,  293,  586 

2,  673, 250 

2,  529, 292 

110 

143, 958 

Louisiana _ 

1,861 

13,361,350 

405 

2,  259,  255 

1,  914,  471 

344,  784 

1,456 

2, 778, 542 

3,070,016 

2,  941,052 

106 

128, 964 

Maine - - 

1,  202 

8, 130, 308 

209 

941,  831 

804,  348 

137,  483 

993 

1, 443,  559 

1,536,708 

1,456, 183 

101 

80,  525 

Maryland - - - 

468 

4, 299,  586 

107 

651, 252 

553, 470 

97,  782 

361 

621, 508 

662,  264 

629, 772 

101 

32,  492 

Massachusetts - - 

63 

422, 988 

13 

68, 818 

59,  102 

9,  716 

50 

100, 137 

98, 760 

94, 731 

95 

4,  029 

Michigan  _ _ 

1,381 

10,  842, 749 

304 

1,  515,  049 

1,  273,  524 

241,  525 

1,077 

1,  827, 195 

2, 009,  569 

1,903,440 

104 

106, 129 

Minnesota _ 

1,374 

8, 944, 899 

196 

951,449 

816,119 

135, 330 

1, 178 

1,271,183 

1,  341,  501 

1,295,676 

102 

45,  825 

Mississippi _ 

5,664 

35, 932, 358 

946 

4,  370,  440 

3,  785,  396 

585,  044 

•4,  718 

6, 321, 985 

7, 000, 693 

6,  643,  090 

105 

357,  597 

Missouri . . . . 

3,427 

21,318,249 

826 

3, 363, 142 

2, 896,  001 

467, 141 

2,601 

3, 329,  634 

3,  678, 079 

3,462,316 

104 

215,763 

Montana _ _ 

734 

6, 204, 331 

144 

980,  278 

832, 931 

147, 347 

590 

963, 153 

1,054,  947 

964,  603 

100 

90, 344 

Nebraska _ _ _ _ 

774 

4,  835,  544 

284 

1,  440,  627 

1,  217,  681 

222,  946 

490 

838, 666 

855, 263 

823,  585 

98 

31 , 678 

Nevada  .  _ _ 

64 

583,  017 

15 

125,  801 

103,  418 

22, 383 

49 

113, 315 

117,554 

109, 472 

97 

8,  082 

New  Hampshire  . . 

74 

482, 832 

15 

56,  464 

47,  728 

8,  736 

59 

47,  442 

39, 527 

35,  617 

75 

3,  910 

New  Jersey _ 

443 

3,  474,  822 

111 

616,  566 

526,  674 

89,  892 

332 

533, 884 

537,  673 

524,  882 

98 

12,  791 

New  Mexico _ _ _ _ 

534 

3, 942,  493 

167 

1,  026,  583 

858, 378 

168, 205 

367 

819,  487 

876,  880 

843, 378 

103 

33, 502 

New  York _ _ _ 

686 

4,  423, 386 

-  119 

646,  095 

548,  724 

97,371 

467 

693, 315 

736, 902 

681,961 

99 

54,941 

North  Carolina _ 

3,  567 

31,038,  729 

479 

2,  878,  967 

2,  450,  520 

428,  447 

3,088 

3, 888, 943 

4,  592, 221 

4,  345, 196 

112 

247, 025 

North  Dakota _ _ _ 

1,302 

12, 323,  927 

125 

886.  744 

746, 133 

140,  611 

1,177 

1,889,  350 

2,  035,  778 

1,870,052 

99 

165, 726 

Ohio . . . . 

721 

5, 138,  412 

206 

880,  736 

770, 124 

110,  612 

515 

773,  903 

872,  745 

820, 660 

106 

52,  085 

Oklahoma _ _ _ 

2,707 

19, 104,  524 

674 

3,  627,  841 

3,  072,  735 

555,  106 

2,033 

3,  031,  762 

3,  970, 072 

3,  787,  356 

104 

182,  716 

Oregon.. . . . .  . . 

681 

5,  528, 126 

164 

977, 353 

837, 016 

140,  337 

517 

1,091,712 

1, 174,  593 

1,101,741 

101 

■  72, 852 

Pennsylvania _ 

953 

6,  097,  995 

279 

1, 190,  539 

1, 000, 052 

190,  487 

674 

1, 012,  990 

1, 123,  507 

1, 015,  066 

100 

108,  441 

Rhode  Island _ _ 

7 

27,  298 

1 

4, 136 

3, 140 

996 

6 

5,  815 

14, 002 

4, 101 

71 

9,901 

South  Carolina _ 

2,422 

20,  516, 155 

317 

1,  936,  405 

1,  620,  518 

315,  887 

2, 105 

3,  644,  933 

4,  003,  671 

3,  830, 098 

105 

173,  573 

South  Dakota _ _ _ _ 

940 

7,  212,  614 

143 

841,  061 

706,  415 

134, 646 

797 

1,  111,  135 

1, 105,  878 

1,052,687 

95 

53, 191 

Tennessee _ 

3,  619 

28,  726,  432 

440 

2,  421,  396 

2, 086,  304 

335. 092 

3,179 

4, 167,  964 

4,  866,  841 

4,  600,  826 

110 

266.015 

Texas . . . — . 

3,614 

29,  486,  906 

786 

5,  003,  621 

4,  252,  617 

751, 104 

2,828 

5,  280,  553 

5,  846,  746 

5,  519,  467 

105 

327,  279 

Utah _ _ _ 

1, 045 

10,  461,  293 

162 

1,219,  764 

1,  033,  664 

186, 100 

883 

1,  706,  844 

1,  887,  098 

1,781,782 

104 

105,  316 

Vermont . .  .  _ 

70 

495,  095 

17 

70,  895 

60, 145 

10,  750 

53 

63,  937 

72,  163 

67,  208 

105 

4,  955 

Virginia. _ _ 

1,036 

8,  754,  929 

192 

1,  238, 125 

1,  034, 171 

203,  954 

844 

1,  630,  674 

1,  716,  239 

1,  585,  548 

104 

130,691 

Washington . . . 

953 

8,  636,  360 

142 

1, 002,  461 

846,  465 

155,  996 

811 

1,  578,  355 

1,  680,  243 

1,625,405 

103 

54,  838 

West  Virginia _ 

1,004 

8,  206,  367 

142 

946,  254 

799, 034 

147,  220 

862 

1,481,175 

1,  707.  306 

1.  582,  599 

107 

124,  707 

Wisconsin. _ _ _ _ 

1,  509 

10,  655,  291 

223 

1,097,080 

.  933,665 

163,  415 

1,286 

1,  617,  877 

1,  794,  441 

1,  719,  225 

106 

75,  216 

Wyoming _ _ _ 

407 

3,  272,  853 

106 

725,  391 

606,  458 

118,  933 

301 

595,  731 

584,  211 

558,  257 

94 

25,  954 

Puerto  Rico. . . . . 

1,314 

6,  758,  949 

240 

1,  245, 085 

1,  075,  509 

169,  576 

1,074 

1, 008,  449 

1,  099,  468 

1,031,441 

102 

68,  027 

Virgin  Islands _ _ _ _ 

61 

620, 818 

16 

111,625 

99,788 

11, 837 

45 

36, 849 

45, 070 

37,460 

102 

7, 610 

's 


1  Includes  contributions  in  tlie  form  of  principal  and  interest  credits  as  authorized 
by  sec.  S03  of  title  V  of  the  H  ousing  Act  of  1949  as  amended .  The  contributions  credited 
to  the  accounts  of  borrowers  paid  in  full  and  with  unpaid  balance  totaled  $138,145. 

2  Includes  principal  write  offs  in  the  amount  of  $43,629  and  principal  judgments  in  the 

amount  of  $55,865. 


3  Does  not  include  interest  writeoffs  in  the  amount  of  $5,045  and  interest  judgment 
in  the  amount  of  $10,410. 

Note.— This  table  includes  all  loans  made  under  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1910 
as  amended  Sept.  28,  1962,  by  Public  Law  87-723. 


Rural  housing  loans:  Funds  obligated  and  furnished  by  borrowers,  and  use  of  funds,  1963  fiscal  year  1 


Funds  to  new  borrowers  and  grant-only  cases 

Amount  of  funds 

Use  of  fimds 

Dwellings 

State  and  territory 

Number 

Furnished 

Loans 

Grants 

by  borrower 

Total 

New 

Repair 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

TJ.S.  total: 

Percent  distribution _ _ 

100.0 

90.2 

5.  5 

Amount . . . . 

20,416 

$184, 265,  722 

$1, 024,  785 

$10, 557, 365 

$195, 847,  872 

15,  876 

$170,  586, 376 

3, 815 

$10, 832, 951 

Alabama . . . . . 

1,357 

12,202,265 

62, 335 

780, 678 

13, 045, 278 

1,180 

12, 219,  525 

156 

367, 809 

Alaska _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

55 

883,  545 

0 

10, 865 

894,  410 

37 

698, 612 

15 

150, 266 

Arizona. _ _ 

79 

695, 000 

20, 332 

12, 733 

728, 065 

52 

665,  535 

27 

50, 622 

Arkansas _ 

1,393 

7, 164,  600 

340, 155 

506, 233 

8,  010, 988 

769 

6, 944,  534 

513 

642,843 

California _ _ _ a _ 

137 

1,711,030 

0 

78,  840 

1,  789,  870 

117 

1,  475,  918 

15 

81, 009 

Colorado . . . .  . 

205 

2, 134,  930 

2, 970 

87,  224 

2, 225, 124 

145 

1,  882, 020 

55 

196, 387 

Comiecticut _ 

11 

132, 380 

0 

7,615 

139, 995 

9 

130,  964 

2 

2,200 

1  >claware _ 

18 

208,  655 

0 

4, 616 

213, 171 

18 

211,271 

0 

0 

Florida _ _ 

582 

5,681,188 

23,  315 

357, 056 

6,061,659 

504 

5,  689, 450 

74 

250, 868 

Georgia  . . . 

1,242 

11,  962,  425 

24, 105 

620,  875 

12,  607,  405 

1,106 

11,831,803 

127 

441,600 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Funds  to  new  borrowers  and  grant-only  cases 

Amount  of  funds 

Use  of  funds 

Dwellings 

■  State  and  territory 

Number 

Furnished 

Loans 

Grants 

by  borrower 

Total 

New 

Repair 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

• 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Hawaii _ _ 

104 

$1, 194,  200 

0 

$28,686 

$1,  222,  886 

95 

$1, 160,  684 

7 

$32,  897 

'Idaho . . . . - - - 

195 

2, 294,  805 

$3,500 

89,848 

2,  388, 153 

143 

1,  988,  761 

46 

305,  964 

Illinois _ _ 

216 

2,  374,  270 

0 

84,  329 

2,  458,  699 

193 

2,  334,  613 

19 

71,  453 

Indiana  _ 

188 

2, 295,  039 

0 

97,  070 

2, 392, 109 

181 

2,  357,  315 

5 

15, 168 

Iowa _ _ 

334 

3,  716, 180 

0 

262, 911 

3,  979,  091 

279 

3,  688,  952 

40 

183,  663 

Kansas _ _ _ 

322 

2,  881,  980 

7,125 

99,  792 

2,  988,  897 

223 

2,  651,  040 

71 

208, 344 

Kentucky _ 

547 

5,  652, 110 

16,  300 

326,  939 

5,  995,  349 

468 

5,  513,  784 

69 

267,  921 

Louisiana - - 

477 

4,  379, 120 

1,000 

273,  704 

4,  653,  824 

408 

4,  345,  589 

64 

220,  757 

Maine _ 

345 

1,  841,  950 

23,  420 

37,  789 

1,  903, 159 

110 

1, 174,  650 

196 

422,  880 

Maryland-- . — . T - _ - 

137 

1,  589,  950 

0 

95,  213 

1,  685, 163 

132 

1,  637,  620 

3 

17,810 

M  assachusetts . . . . . . . 

18 

110,000 

0 

2,336 

112,  336 

4 

44,  627 

3 

10, 423 

Michigan - - . - - - - 

295 

3,  085,  890 

14,  760 

165,  628 

3, 266, 178 

222 

2,  852,  371 

62 

248,383 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

482 

4, 089,  110 

10,  430 

236,  572 

4,336,112 

310 

3,  671,  045 

130 

394, 154 

Mississippi _ _ _ _ _ 

1,  604 

12, 828,  021 

94, 930 

476, 153 

13, 399, 104 

1,282 

12,  247,  001 

314 

832, 498 

Missouri _ 

946 

7,  873,  035 

97,005 

401,421 

8,  371,  461 

704 

7,  764,  725 

218 

350,  565 

Montana - - - 

143 

1,  369,  650 

1,000 

74,  207 

1,  444, 857 

97 

1,  237,  047 

41 

157, 043 

Nebraska _ _ - . . . . . 

192 

1,  718,  340 

1,380 

235,  765 

1, 955, 485 

133 

1,  701, 132 

49 

172,  035 

Nevada  - - - - - 

17 

184,  750 

0 

3,  457 

188,  207 

12 

150,  237 

5 

34,  779 

New  Hampshire _ 

50 

424,  350 

1,000 

8,300 

433,  650 

37 

402, 310 

8 

8,900 

New  Jersey _ _ _ _ _ 

151 

1,  506,  no 

0 

139,  941 

1,  646, 051 

120 

1,  470,  099 

24 

92,  586 

New  Mexico _ _ _ 

138 

1,196,  960 

2,260 

59,  431 

1,  258,  651 

93 

1, 087,  809 

40 

97, 133 

New  York _ 

156 

1,  592,  950 

3,400 

66,  389 

1,  662,  739 

106 

1,  363, 033 

19 

69,  332 

North  Carolina- - - - - - 

1,650 

16, 045,  595 

52,  905 

1,  056,  942 

17, 155, 442 

1,467 

16, 198,  043 

179 

530,418 

North  Dakota _ 

351 

3,  784,  510 

3, 000 

168, 032 

3,  955,  542 

252 

3,389,234 

76 

321,  842 

Ohio - - - - - 

146 

1,  474,  240 

1,000 

1.50,  714 

1,  625, 954 

113 

1,  461,  693 

20 

63,  883 

Oklahoma _ _ _ _ 

563 

5,  344, 340 

13,015 

318,  919 

5,  676,  274 

483 

5, 294, 360 

72 

229,  800 

Oregon _ _ _ 

98 

1,017,  960 

0 

36,  391 

1, 054,  351 

72 

860,060 

15 

61,460 

Pennsylvania - - 

149 

1,  410,  725 

7,000 

74, 819 

1,  492,  544 

95 

1,  251,  376 

42 

158,  499 

Rhode  Island - 

1 

2,600 

0 

0 

2,600 

0 

0 

1 

2,  500 

South  Carolina - - — - - 

699 

7,  002,  320 

950 

688,  555 

7,  691, 825 

632 

7,  200, 094 

64 

332,  441 

South  Dakota _ 

297 

2,236,  640 

.5,720 

219, 331 

2, 461,  691 

136 

1,  747,  668 

85 

267,  522 

Tennessee _ _ _ 

1,238 

11,578,085 

1,000 

655,  659 

12,234,  744 

1,165 

11,  657,  444 

59 

182,  794 

Texas . . . . 

898 

8, 953, 370 

20,  405 

473,614 

9, 447, 389 

784 

8,  782,  732 

NO 

385, 891 

Utah . . . . . . 

250 

3, 143, 830 

0 

172,415 

3,316,245 

204 

3, 000,  789 

44 

245,  642 

Vermont _ _ _ 

11 

72,050 

0 

4.210 

76, 260 

4 

36,  610 

4 

4,  315 

Virginia _ _ _ 

344 

3,  423,  530 

0 

238,  707 

3, 662, 237 

311 

3, 393, 102 

32 

134,  671 

Washington . . . . 

175 

1,  914, 299 

0 

02,  921 

1, 977, 220 

121 

1,  614, 372 

41 

223, 129 

West  Virginia . . . . . . 

312 

3,074,550 

3,168 

194, 875 

3,272,693 

242 

2, 925, 166 

68 

209,884 

Wisconsin _ _ — . . 

321 

2,  786,  400 

1,000 

207, 565 

2, 994,  965 

147 

1, 826, 682 

76 

297, 104 

Wyoming _ _ _ _ _ 

99 

1, 077, 800 

2,  500 

32,  795 

1, 113, 095 

71 

979,  381 

25 

85, 324 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

645 

2,  520,  690 

162,  400 

55,160 

2,  738, 250 

255 

1, 967,  594 

385 

637,  640 

Virgin  Islands _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

33 

427,  500 

0 

13, 225 

440,  725 

33 

406, 000 

0 

0 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Funds  to  new  borrowers  and  grant-only  cases 

Number 

Use  of  funds 

of  sub- 

Amount  of 

Total 

sequent 

subsequent 

amount  of 

loans 

loans,  grants 

loans  and 

State  and  territory 

Other  buildings 

14  ater  systems 

Land  purchase 

and 

and  loan 

grants 

(new  and  repair) 

and  development 

Amount  of 

grants 

costs2 

fees 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

10 

11 

12  ' 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

U.S.  total: 

2. 1 

1.5 

(>) 

0.7 

Amount . . . . . 

1,693 

$4,  084,  664 

5,416 

$3, 008,  645 

14 

$34,  650 

$1, 300, 586 

708 

$2, 110, 874 

$187, 401, 381 

Alabama . . . — . . 

52 

132, 030 

528 

213, 606 

0 

0 

112,  308 

26 

88, 253 

12, 352,  853 

Alaska . . . . 

1 

3,000 

28 

34, 195 

0 

0 

8,  337 

7 

20,  050 

903,  595 

Arizona _ 

0 

0 

6 

6,977 

0 

0 

4,931 

0 

54 

715,386 

Arkansas _ 

41 

105,  426 

536 

262,  507 

0 

0 

55,  678 

42 

81,384 

7,  586, 139 

California _ 

14 

181,  910 

35 

33,  841 

0 

0 

17, 192 

7 

40, 130 

1,  751, 160 

Colorado _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

36 

78, 459 

48 

37,  201 

1 

10, 980 

20,  077 

23 

SO,  810 

2,  218,  710 

Connecticut . . . . . 

0 

0 

9 

5,910 

0 

0 

921 

3 

2,340 

134,  720 

Delaware _ _ _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,900 

0 

0 

208, 555 

Florida . . . . . . 

14 

43,  945 

116 

52,  289 

0 

0 

25,  007 

15 

59,  410 

5,  763,  913 

Georgia . . . . 

20 

69,500 

262 

152,  026 

0 

0 

112,  576 

34 

78,  495 

12, 065,  025 

Hawaii _ 

8 

21,  672 

2 

495 

0 

0 

7, 138 

5 

5,500 

1, 199,  700 

Idaho _ _ _ _ 

21 

38, 040 

51 

38,315 

0 

0 

17, 073 

8 

40,  938 

2,  339,  243 

Illinois _ _ _ _ _ _ 

15 

30, 067 

31 

15,  657 

0 

0 

6,  909 

9 

31,  945 

2,  406,  215 

Indiana _ 

7 

4,831 

18 

9, 060 

0 

0 

5,745 

3 

10,  275 

2,  305,  314 

Iowa _ _ _ 

43 

62, 198 

28 

19,  818 

0 

0 

24,  460 

8 

29,  335 

3,  745,  515 

Kansas . .  . . . 

84 

82,  451 

47 

31,353 

1 

420 

15,289 

15 

41,  525 

2,  930,  630 

Kentucky _ 

35 

46,  485 

221 

125,  220 

0 

0 

41,  939 

15 

48,  836 

5, 717.  246 

Louisiana _ 

19 

14,600 

59 

27,876 

0 

0 

45, 002 

8 

24,  313 

4,  404,  433 

Maine _ _ _ 

68 

229,624 

64 

59, 169 

1 

3,650 

13, 186 

48 

113, 193 

1,  978,  563 

Maryland..  . . . . . . . 

1 

9,000 

6 

4,937 

0 

0 

15,  796 

1 

9,300 

1,  599,  250 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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State  and  territory 

Funds  to  new  borrowers  and  grant-only  cases 

Number 
of  sub¬ 
sequent 
loans 
and 
grants 

17 

Amount  of 
subsequent 
loans,  grants 
and  loan 
costs 3 

18 

Total 
amount  of 
loans  and 
grants 

19 

Use  of  funds 

Other  buildings 
(new  and  repair) 

Water  systems 

Land  purchase 
and  development 

Amount  of 
fees 

16 

Number 

10 

Amount 

11 

Number 

12 

Amount 

13 

Number 

14 

Amount 

15 

Massachusetts - - - - 

10 

$53, 316 

2 

$2,900 

0 

0 

$1, 070 

1 

$3,627 

$113, 627 

Michigan - - - 

28 

105, 954 

85 

39,222 

0 

0 

20,248 

15 

90,  685 

3, 191, 335 

Minnesota. _ _ _ 

119 

201,  410 

55 

42,  804 

0 

0 

26,  699 

18 

38, 184 

4, 137, 724 

]VT  i  spi  ssi  pp  i 

19 

14,  335 

422 

229, 156 

0 

0 

76, 114 

51 

111,313 

13, 034,  264 

TVT  iqsnnri 

40 

55,  041 

198 

180,  978 

1 

$180 

19,  972 

40 

60,  797 

8,  030,  837 

1V1  nn  tivpji 

7 

12,  924 

28 

26,  934 

0 

0 

10,909 

7 

12,  516 

1,  383, 166 

Nebraska 

29 

55,  995 

27 

16,  272 

0 

0 

10,  051 

6 

22,109 

1,741,829 

N^varln. 

0 

0 

2 

1, 145 

0 

0 

2,  046 

0 

45 

184,  795 

New  Hampshire _ _ 

10 

13,  875 

9 

6, 185 

0 

0 

2,  380 

1 

1,000 

426,  350 

New  Jersey..  _ 

11 

61,  890 

19 

12,  722 

0 

0 

8,754 

8 

13, 152 

1,  519,  262 

New  Mexico - 

12 

22,  732 

46 

42,225 

0 

0 

8,752 

7 

15,  922 

1,  215, 142 

New  York  _ 

42 

187,  491 

31 

23,  708 

0 

0 

19, 175 

2 

24, 134 

1,  620,  484 

North  .Carolina _ 

32 

40,453 

705 

230,  310 

1 

6,590 

149,  628 

22 

58,  921 

16, 157,  421 

North  Dakota. _ _ 

81 

138,  810 

77 

68,442 

0 

0 

37,  214 

12 

39,  396 

3,  826,  906 

Ohio 

34 

87, 158 

16 

6,925 

0 

0 

6,295 

11 

52,150 

1,527,  390 

Oklahoma.. _ ,. - 

40 

63,219 

147 

68,  343 

0 

0 

20,  552 

12 

37,  345 

5,  394,  700 

Oragnn 

39 

116. 174 

11 

10,  005 

0 

0 

6,652 

14 

61,  955 

1,079,915 

Pennsylvania _ c - 

25 

56,  313 

28 

15, 117 

0 

0 

11,  239 

24 

79,  258 

1,496,683 

Rhode  Island _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100 

0 

0 

2,600 

South  Carolina _ _ 

12 

4,970 

229 

84,  047 

0 

0 

70,  273 

19 

53,  856 

7,  057, 126 

South  Dakota.. . . . . . 

142 

362,  200 

61 

66, 213 

0 

0 

18,  088 

25 

73, 302 

2,  315,  662 

Tennessee. .  . .  .  _ 

40 

86,  903 

440 

251,  276 

0 

0 

56,  327 

29 

70,  670 

11,  649,  755 

T'pxfvs 

57 

91,  828 

185 

147,  589 

0 

0 

39,  349 

15 

52, 348 

9,  026, 123 

Utah 

21 

52,  850 

6 

6,  460 

0 

0 

10,  504 

9 

38,  587 

3, 182,  417 

Vormmit 

13 

34,  345 

1 

300 

0 

0 

690 

3 

15,  200 

87,  250 

Virginia 

10 

7,850 

206 

90,  429 

0 

0 

36, 185 

7 

8,931 

3,  432,  461 

Washington - - - 

32 

82,  352 

32 

41,423 

1 

1,630 

14,  314 

16 

87,  867 

2,  002, 166 

West  Virginia . . . 

7 

5,941 

111 

49,  071 

0 

0 

22,  631 

7 

13,244 

3,  090,  962 

Wisconsin . . 

275 

803, 252 

57 

43,  010 

0 

0 

24,  917 

35 

122,  314 

2,  909,  714 

Wyoming.  _  _  _ 

6 

28,  345 

13 

10,  892 

1 

900 

8,  253 

6 

10,  440 

1,  090,  740 

Puerto  Rico  _ 

31 

83,500 

54 

31, 100 

7 

10,  300 

8,116 

9 

35,  520 

2,  718,  610 

Virgin  Islands.  _ 

0 

0 

18 

33,000 

0 

0 

1,725 

0 

0 

427,  500 

1  In  addition,  8  insured  labor  housing  loans  for  $221,450  and  2  insured  rental  housing  reporting  no  number  of  loans.  This  column  also  includes  grants  for  $4,870  to  14  indi¬ 
loans  for  $117,000  wore  made.  viduals  included  in  col.  17. 

2  “Loan  costs”  represent  the  amounts  advanced  to  borrowers  for  such  purposes  as  3  Less  than  0.05  percent, 
the  payment  of  taxes,  insurance  premiums,  etc.  Loan  costs  appear  opposite  2  States 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  so  that  I  may  make 
a  brief  answer  to  the  Senator  from 
Colorado? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  may  find 
that  in  some  villages  and  small  towns  a 
few  loans  have  been  made,  the  appli¬ 
cants  having  met  the  requirement  of  a 
productive  capacity  in  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  in  an  amount  up  to  several  hundred 
dollars  a  year.  I  do  not  know  exactly 
what  the  amount  is.  I  believe  it  is  $500, 
or  something  like  that.  The  property 
owners  become  qualified  and  meet  the 
requirements  through  having  a  peach, 
orchard  or  something  of  the  kind  which 
brings  in  revenue.  But  such  farms  are 
very  few  and  very  scant.  I  do  not  know 
that  the  practice  is  now  in  effect. 

The  loans  are  intended  to  be  bona 
fide  loans  for  rural  areas.  There  has 
been  a  liberalization  of  the  definition  of 
“area”  in  that  it  would  cover  a  small 
farm  owned  by  a  man  who  works  in  a 
factory  and  is  a  part-time  farmer. 

Nevertheless,  that  farmer  would  be 
one  of  the  best  risks  and  perhaps  one 
whose  needs  for  a  loan  in  order  that  the 
family  might  live  in  the  community  are 
great.  In  that  way  the  need  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  builds  up. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Is  there  any  possibility 
of  loans  being  made  unless  the  dwelling 
is  coupled  with  some  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction,  either  by  way  of  vegetable  farm¬ 
ing  or  something  of  that  sort? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  understands  that  the  prop¬ 
erty  must  be  associated  with  some  agri¬ 
cultural  production. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  a  person  had  land 
on  the  outskirts  of  a  rural  community 


or  a  relatively  small  town,  and  even 
though  the  area  were  subdivided,  and 
part  of  it  were  included  in  a  subdivision, 
that  person  would  be  eligible  for  a  loan 
if  he  had  agricultural  productive  capa¬ 
city  coupled  with  his  dwelling.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  although  I  do  not  believe  it  would 
extend  or  ever  extends  to  what  would 
ordinarily  be  called  a  subdivision.  They 
are  small  towns.  The  people  have  or¬ 
chards  or  vineyards.  They  grow  melons 
or  engage  in  other  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion.  In  that  way  they  could  qualify. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  those 
questions  have  been  raised  with  me,  and 
I  thank  Senators  for  their  assistance. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  We  are  all  inter¬ 
ested  in  rural  housing.  We  want  to  know 
exactly  what  the  provision  means.  My 
understanding  is,  as  stated  in  the  Record, 
that  the  provision  is  to  tide  us  over  until 
we  can  consider  appropriate  legislation 
early  next  year. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  have  one  or  two 
questions  I  should  like  to  ask.  Through 
the  kindness  of  the  distinguished  com¬ 
mittee  chairman,  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Holland],  I  was  permitted  to 
appear  before  the  subcommittee  and 
speak  on  behalf  of  increased  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
chairman  if  increased  appropriations 
over  the  House  amount  for  that  work 
are  provided  in  the  bill,  what  the 
amounts  are,  and  how  they  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  next  year. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  For  conservation  op¬ 


erations,  the  committee  partially  re¬ 
stored  the  budgeted  amount.  Whereas 
the  House  had  cut  it  from  $99,453,000  to 
$97  million  plus,  we  restored, the  item 
to  $99  million. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Would  that  make  the 
total  at  the  present  time  $200  million? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Thereabouts.  That 
subject  was  included  in  my  earlier  state¬ 
ment,  which  has  already  gone  to  the 
reporter. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  It  would  be  roughly 
$200  million  if  the  appropriation  were 
increased  $99  million  over  the  House  fig¬ 
ure.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Let  me  be  entirely 
clear  as  to  the  request  the  Senator  is 
making.  Is  the  Senator  talking  about 
ACP  or  another  aspect  of  the  soil  con¬ 
servation  program? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  speak  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  as  so  recognized, 
which  does  soil  conservation  work,  rather 
than  the  ACP  program.  If  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  does  not  have  the  in¬ 
formation  available  at  this  moment,  I 
shall  be  happy  to  have  it  printed  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  the  informa¬ 
tion.  On  page  37  of  the  report  of  the 
committee  the  Senator  will  find  tabu¬ 
lated  all  the  information  concerning  the 
soil  conservation  service  appropriations. 

For  conservation  operations  the  budget 
estimates  were  $99,453,000,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  recommendation  is  $99 
million,  which  represents  a  raise  of  the 
House  figure  by  $1,520,000. 

For  watershed  protection  the  amount 
recommended  is  $63,992,000,  which  is  the 
full  budget  estimate  for  1964. 

For  flood  prevention  the  amount  rec¬ 
ommended  is  $25,465,000,  only  $111,000 
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short  of  being  the  entire  budget  estimate 
of  $25,576,000. 

For  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  the  recommendation  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  is  in  the  full  amount  of 
the  budget  estimate,  $14,640,000. 

For  resource  conservation  and  devel¬ 
opment  the  Senate  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  same  amount  as  the  House, 
namely,  $1,200,000.  That  is  the  new  pro¬ 
gram  we  adopted  under  the  agricultural 
bill  passed  in  1962. 

I  believe  that  covers  all  of  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 
The  total  of  those  appropriations,  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Senate  committee,  is 
$204,297,000,  an  increase  over  the  House 
allowance  of  some  $3,936,000. 

The  Senator  will  find  a  complete 
breakdown  of  the  five  activities  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  in  the  compila-  - 
tion  to  which  I  have  referred. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  receiving  this  information.  If  I 
read  the  table  correctly,  the  total  appro¬ 
priations  in  1963  for  this  same  type  of 
program  were  $193,031,250. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  This  year  the  amount 
approved  by  the  Senate  committee  is 
$204,297,000. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  This  is  a  program 
which  I  know  has  great  value  in  the 
rural  areas  of  our  Nation.  I  am  pleased 
to  see  the  increase  recommended  over 
the  amount  provided  last  year.  I  hope 
that  in  the  conference  the  distinguished 
chairman  and  other  members  of  the 
committee  will  be  able  to  hold  the 
amount  as  near  to  that  figure  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
We  will  endeavor  to  do  so. 

To  complete  the  figures  put  in  the 
Record  by  the  Senator,  the  same  com¬ 
pilation  shows  the  Senate  committ.ee  al¬ 
lowance  to  be  $11,265,750  more  than  the 
appropriations  for  last  year. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  can  state  from  per¬ 
sonal  knowledge  that  this  is  a  very 
worthwhile  program,  of  great  benefit  not 
alone  to  the  rural  areas  of  our  country, 
but  also  to  our  Nation,  because  of  the 
conservation  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  agree  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator.  There  is  no  more 
important  form  of  farm  program  opera¬ 
tion  than  conservation  of  our  resources 
of  soil  and  water.  That  is  what  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  addressed  to. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  We  are  doing  exactly 
that  with  the  program.  It  is  well 
handled  and  administered  on  the  farms 
of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
That  has  been  the  observation  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  also. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  There  is  a  second 
item  about  which  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator.  I  appeared  on  March  25 
and  stated  my  views  also  in  regard  to 
the  establishment  of  a  grain  marketing 
research  center  in  Manhattan,  Kans. 
There  is  at  Manhattan,  Kans.,  one  of 
the  great  agricultural  colleges  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  I  appeared  before  the  chairman 
and  stated  that  the  university  itself  has 


offered  to  deed  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  a  site  of  5  acres  of  land  with  ready 
access  to  electricity,  water,  and  sewerage, 
adjacent  to  the  college,  on  a  surfaced 
road,  for  the  establishment  of  a  grain 
marketing  research  center. 

I  wonder  if  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  can  tell  us  what 
action,  if  any,  was  taken  in  regard  to  a 
grain  marketing  research  center. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  must  say  to  my 
friend  that  his  persuasion  overcame  the 
committee;  and  we  included  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  an  item  of  $25,000.  If  the  Senator 
has  before  him  the  committee  report,  I 
refer  him  to  page  20,  where  he  will  find 
the  item  included,  about  two-thirds  of 
the  way  down  the  page.  It  states : 

Also  included  is  $25,000  for  the  same  pur¬ 
pose — 

That  refers  to  the  earlier  program  im¬ 
mediately  above — 

in  regard  to  the  need,  cost,  and  related  per¬ 
tinent  factors  relative  to  a  national  grain 
marketing  research  facility.  The  committee 
expects  that  both  of  these  reports  will  be 
submitted  to  it  prior  to  the  hearings  on  the 
agricultural  budget  requests  for  fiscal  year 
1965. 

The  committee  followed  its  usual 
course  in  this  matter.  When  there  is  a 
request  for  a  new  facility  and  the  re¬ 
quest  seems  to  have  great  merit,  we  ask 
the  Department  to  make  this  kind  of  in¬ 
vestigation  and  report.  In  this  instance, 
we  requested  that  it  be  made  prior  to 
consideration  of  the  appropriations  next 
year. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  That  is  a  fine  way  to 
handle  the  problem.  I  serve  notice  now 
to  the  chairman  that  I  wish  to  have  the 
privilege  of  coming  before  the  committee 
next  year,  again  to  present  what  I  con¬ 
tend  to  be  the  benefits  of  location  of  this 
center  at  the  Kansas  State  University  at 
Manhattan,  Kans.  I  am  personally 
convinced,  since  I  come  from  a  grain- 
producing  area — not  merely  wheat,  but 
all  grains — that  we  should  have  such  a 
program.  I  sincerely  hope  the  report  we 
will  get  will  recommend  that  a  grain 
marketing  research  center  be  established. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  We  shall  have  to 
await  the  report  of  the  Department.  In 
the  meantime,  it  seems  to  me  the  request 
comes  most  appropriately  from  a  Sen¬ 
ator  representing  the  State  which  pro¬ 
duces  more  wheat  than  any  other,  and 
from  an  institution  known  for  the 
thoroughness  of  its  research  in  all  agri¬ 
cultural  fields. 

Without  attempting  to  prejudge  the 
matter  at  this  time,  we  will  await  with 
interest  the  report  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  this  proposed  program. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Would  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  have  any  objection  if 
I  asked  unanimous  consent  to  place  in 
the  Record  the  statement  I  made  before 
his  committee? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
have  that  done.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement  I 
made  before  the  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  on  March 
25  in  regard  to  the  establishment  of  a 
grain  marketing  research  center  in 
Manhattan,  Kans.,  and  information  in 


regard  to  the  need  and  location  of  it,  may 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Frank  Carlson  in 
Behalf  of  Establishment  of  Grain  Mar¬ 
keting  Research  Center  in  Manhattan, 
Kans. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  very  much  appreciate  the 
opportunity  of  again  appearing  before  you 
to  ask  for  funds  for  the  establishment  of  a 
grain  marketing  research  center  at  Manhat¬ 
tan,  Kans.  You  might  say  that  I  do  not  give 
up  easily.  I  assure  you  that  I  will  be  coming 
back  every  year  until  we  get  this  laboratory. 
The  sad  part  about  it  is  that  I  have  to  ask 
for  more  money  every  year  with  the  prices 
of  everything,  including  construction,  going 
up. 

The  grain  marketing  research  center  I  pro¬ 
pose  would  be  the  type  of  activity  that  is  a 
function  of  marketing  research  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  The  chief  objective 
of  this  proposed  grain  research  center  would 
be  to  develop  new  and  more  efficient  ways 
of  making  U.S.  grain  and  grain  products 
more  desirable  to  domestic  and  foreign  buy¬ 
ers  and  users.  As  we  know,  we  have  the 
most  productive  and  efficient  agriculture  in 
the  world.  It  is  the  envy  of  every  other 
nation.  But  in  the  end,  its  strength  and 
well-being  will  continue  only  if  it  has  mar¬ 
kets  for  its  products.  Farmers  will  be  able 
to  benefit  from  the  greater  productivity  of 
their  land  and  machines  only  if  a  broader 
marketing  base  can  be  found  for  the  greater 
output.  Marketing  research  of  the  type 
covered  by  this  proposal  is  one  of  the  ap¬ 
proaches  we  must  use  if  we  are  going  to  find 
the  outlets  we  need. 

When  I  appeared  before  you  last  year,  we 
thought  we  could  construct  the  building  and 
related  facilities  for  an  estimated  $2,050,000, 
but  this  year  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
gives  me  an  estimate  of  $2,230,000  for  con¬ 
struction  costs,  plus  $500,000  for  furnishings 
and  other  equipment;  $500,000  for  salaries 
(including  those  personnel  already  em¬ 
ployed);  and  an  annual  operating  expense 
of  $400,000  to  $500,000. 

We  do  not  need  all  of  this  money  in  fiscal 
1964.  In  fact  we  could  not  use  it  all.  If 
the  committee  could  see  its  way  clear  to 
appropriate  $180,000  which  is  the  amount 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates 
they  need  for  architectural  design,  surveys, 
soil  test  and  a  small  amount  of  research,  we 
could  get  started. 

Then  next  year,  I  shall  be  back  and  ask  for 
construction  money. 

Kansas  State  University,  located  at  Man¬ 
hattan,  Kans.,  is  considered  the  outstanding 
agricultural  university  in  the  Nation.  The 
university  itself  has  offered  to  deed  to  the 
Federal  Government  a  site  of  5  acres  of  land 
with  ready  access  to  electricity,  water,  and 
sewage  adjacent  to  the  college  on  a  surfaced 
road  for  the  establishment  of  the  grain  mar¬ 
keting  research  center. 

I  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  of 
appearing  before  you  again,  and  I  do  not  feel 
that  I  should  take  up  any  more  of  your  time 
pointing  out  the  great  importance  of  this 
research  center.  However,  at  this  point  I 
would  like  to  show  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  the  enclosed  brochure  which  I  would 
like  to  have  made  a  part  of  the  printed 
hearings. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Federal  Grain  Marketing  Research  Center 
(A  statement  of  the  advantage  of  Manhattan, 
Kans.,  as  the  location  of  this  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  Research  Center) 
location  of  the  grain  marketing 

RESEARCH  CENTER 

Kansas  is  the  center  of  the  Great  Plains 
region,  the  most  important  grain-producing 
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area  in  tbe  United  States.  It  is  also  strate¬ 
gically  located  between  tbe  Corn  Belt  and  the 
grain-producing  areas  of  tbe  Southwest. 
Wheat,  grain  sorghum,  corn,  barley,  oats,  rye, 
and  an  increasing  output  of  soybeans  consti¬ 
tute  the  major  grain  crops  of  this  region.  An 
extensive  system  of  local,  subterminal  and 
terminal  grain  handling,  storage,  and  milling 
facilities  provides  ample  opportunities  for 
research  with  the  grain  trade.  Excellent  co¬ 
operation  in  research  efforts  exists,  both  with 
private  firms  and  cooperative  associations. 
Kansas  City,  Wichita,  Salina,  and  Hutchin¬ 
son  are  all  major  grain  marketing  centers. 
Many  associations  of  grain  handlers  and  pro¬ 
ducers  maintain  their  headquarters  in  the 
region,  and  Kansas  City  and  Manhattan  are 
favorite  locations  for  conventions  and  meet¬ 
ings  of  grain  trade  groups.  Manhattan,  and 
Kansas  generally,  serve  as  focal  points  for 
visits  of  a  large  number  of  foreign  officials 
and  technicians  interested  in  the  grain 
trade.  Manhattan  is  also  centrally  located 
with  respect  to  agricultural  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  in  Missouri,  Oklahoma,  Nebraska,  South 
Dakota,  Iowa,  and  Colorado,  all  important 
grain-producing  States. 

USDA  AGENCIES  IN  MANHATTAN 

Manhattan  already  serves  as  a  focal  point 
for  many  USDA  services  to  the  farmer,  the 
grain  trade,  and  the  processor.  The  follow¬ 
ing  Government  agencies  are  located  in  Man¬ 
hattan  : 

(a)  Stored-Product  Insects  Laboratory, 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

(b)  Handling  and  Facilities  Research, 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

(c)  Agricultural  Engineering  Research, 
Agricultural  Research  Service. 

(d)  Hard  Winter  Wheat  Quality  Labora¬ 
tory,  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

(e)  Entomology  Research  Division,  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service. 

(f)  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Research, 
Agricultural  Research  Service. 

(g)  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation,  ASC. 

All  of  these  established  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  would  be  able  to  provide, 
readily,  advice  and  assistance  to  the  new 
Research  Center  when  requested.  Also  the 
staff  of  the ,  Grain  Marketing  Research  Cen¬ 
ter  could  be  of  great  assistance  in  a  similar 
manner  to  the  Government  agencies  located 
in  Manhattan. 

FACILITIES  AT  KANSAS  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

Manhattan  is  the  location  of  the  land- 
grant  university  of  Kansas  which  has  re¬ 
search  programs  capable  of  producing  direct 
support  to  the  work  that  would  be  done  in 
the  proposed  Grain  Marketing  Research  Cen¬ 
ter.  Members  of  the  university  research 
staff  in  entomology,  milling,  animal  sciences, 
agronomy,  engineering,  biochemistry,  bac¬ 
teriology,  botany  and  plant  pathology,  busi¬ 
ness,  economics,  and  statistics  would  be 
available  for  close  consultation  and  for  serv¬ 
ice  in  advisory  capacities  when  requested. 
Kansas  State  University  has  a  network  of  16 
branch  stations  and  experimental  fields  each 
of  which  is  staffed  with  professional  scien¬ 
tists,  thus  providing  for  wide  knowledge  of 
climate,  soil,  and  variety  information.  These 
facilities  could  assist  the  new  Marketing  Cen¬ 
ter  in  obtaining  grain  varying  in  marketing 
characteristics. 

Kansas  State  University  is  the  center  for 
teaching  and  research  in  milling  and  feed 
processing.  Complete  pilot  plant  equipment 
is  available  for  grain  storage,  cleaning,  and 
processing.  Industry  has  provided  much  of 
the  equipment  and  funds  which  have  made 
the  university  unique  in  this  area  in  having 
a  department  of  flour  and  feed  milling  indus¬ 
tries.  It  was  the  desire  of  industry  as  well 
as  of  the  university  that  the  equipment  sup¬ 
plied  should  be  used  for  the  greatest  public 
good.  These  facilities  would  serve  the  Grain 
Marketing  Research  Center  for  cooperative 
work  on  problems  related  to  grain  marketing. 


It  would  require  several  million  dollars  of 
public  funds  if  these  pilot  plant  facilities 
were  to  be  duplicated,  and  in  addition, 
trained  operators  would  be  required  which 
would  add  to  an  already  expensive  opera¬ 
tion.  The  department  of  flour  and  feed  mill¬ 
ing  industries  has  also  a  library  containing 
important  journals  and  literature  in  the  field 
of  cereal  technology  which  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Grain  Marketing  Research  Cen¬ 
ter  personnel. 

The  university  is  nationally  recognized  for 
the  excellence  of  its  research  and  teaching 
in  grain  marketing  and  related  subjects. 
Kansas  State  University  is  well  known  for 
the  contributions  made  in  developing  new 
varieties  of  wheat,  sorghum,  and  other  grains. 
Excellent  library  facilities  are  available  in¬ 
cluding  a  wheat  reference  library.  The  uni¬ 
versity  has  a  statistical  laboratory  and  com¬ 
puter  center  with  IBM  650  and  1620  com¬ 
puters  available  for  use.  Many  conferences 
are  held  at  the  university  on  grain  quality, 
grain  storage,  stored-grain  insects  fumiga¬ 
tion,  and  fumigation  safety.  Meetings  are 
held  often  for  flour  millers,  cereal  chemists, 
grain  elevator  managers,  and  feed  proces¬ 
sors,  and  on  agricultural-business  subjects. 
The  following  are  examples  of  the  types  of 


meetings  held  in  Manhattan : 

Conference  name  and  attendance 

Dairy  Progress  Days _  100 

Kansas  Farmers  Union -  400 

Grain  and  Feed  Industry  Business 

Management  Conference -  60 

Farm  Business  Days _  160 

Agricultural  Experiment  Station  Con¬ 
ference _  166 

Crop  Improvement  Association _  125 

Fumigation  Conference _  178 

Crop  Management  Conference _  126 

Kansas  Restaurant  Association  Con¬ 
ference _  60 

PCA  Operations  Institute _ ± —  60 

Association  of  Operative  Millers -  138 

Agricultural  Engineers  Farm  Equip¬ 
ment  Conference _ 3,  500 

Kansas  Academy  of  Science -  450 

Feed  Plant  Feasibility  Conference _  40 

Publication  Workshop _  132 

School  Lunch  Workshop _  139 

Home  Economics  Housing  Confer¬ 
ence - 82 

American  Association  of  Cereal  Chem¬ 
ists _ 100 

Kansas  Formula  Feed  Conference _  300 

Kansas  Wheat  Commission _  25 

4-H  Roundup _ 1,300 

FFA  Field  Day _ - _ 1,200 


Many  State  and  National  farm  organiza¬ 
tions  meet  regularly  in  Manhattan. 

RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

In  addition  to  the  research  facilities  of 
the  university  and  several  agencies  of  the 
USDA,  Manhattan  is  the  home  of  Agri  Re¬ 
search,  Inc.,  a  new  private  agricultural  re¬ 
search  agency.  This  organization  is  located 
in  a  new  area  known  as  Research  Park  which 
provides  an  ideal  location  for  encouraging 
other  research  organizations  to  locate  in 
Manhattan. 

Agri  Research,  Inc.,  is  engaged  in  a  num¬ 
ber  of  projects  relating  to  grain  marketing, 
both  domestic  and  foreign.  This  work  adds 
to  the  concentration  of  agricultural  market¬ 
ing  research  capabilities  in  the  area. 

OTHER  ADVANTAGES  OF  MANHATTAN  AS  THE 

LOCATION  CF  THE  GRAIN  MARKETING  RE¬ 
SEARCH  CENTER 

A  location  away  from  a  highly  congested 
population  center  has  many  advantages  with 
respect  to  pleasant  living  conditions,  con¬ 
venience,  and  travel  between  home  and  office 
or  laboratory,  with  absence  of  slums,  juve¬ 
nile  delinquency,  and  other  undesirable  social 
conditions.  Community  and  service  facil¬ 
ities  at  Manhattan  are  excellent.  The  city, 
its  schools,  nearby  recreational  facilities, 
transportation  (rail,  air,  and  bus)  and  cul¬ 


tural  and  scientific  community  are  excellent. 
Adequate  service  utilities  such  as  electricity, 
water,  and  gas,  together  with  architects  and 
general  contractors  are  available. 

Manhattan  has  unexcelled  health  facilities 
including  two  new,  large  hospitals,  clinics, 
and  two  new  homes  for  the  aged.  Religious 
life  flourishes  and  is  expressed  in  31  denom¬ 
inations  and  29  churches.  There  are  adult 
evening  classes  conducted  by  the  high  school 
and  extension  courses  offered  by  the  uni¬ 
versity.  There  is  also  the  opportunity  for 
graduate  study  at  the  university. 

Manhattan  is  a  modern  city  of  23,000  pop¬ 
ulation.  University  students  and  others  as¬ 
sociated  with  university  work  add  an  addi¬ 
tional  10,000  persons  during  part  of  each 
year. 

Manhattan  supports  an  artist  series,  a 
civic  orchestra  and  band,  excellent  art  ex¬ 
hibits,  and  a  well-patronized  public  library 
among  its  cultural  attractions.  The  city 
employs  a  full-time  recreation  director  and 
the  recreational  program  for  boys  and  girls 
during  summer  vacation  periods  has  attract¬ 
ed  nationwide  attention.  The  city  maintains 
several  parks  and  a  zoo.  One  large  park 
with  a  swimming  pool  is  located  in  the  cen¬ 
ter  of  town  where  it  is  within  easy  access  to 
young  and  old  alike.  Tuttle  Creek  Reservoir 
will  provide  complete  recreational  facilities 
including  swimming  and  boating,  and  there 
are  both  public  and  country  club  golf 
courses.  Kansas  State  University  athletic 
contests  in  the  Big  Eight  Conference  are  of 
interest  to  sports  lovers.  In  addition,  Man¬ 
hattan  is  only  2  hours  by  car  or  45  minutes 
by  plane  from  Kansas  City  where  there  are 
many  outstanding  cultural  and  recreational 
assets.  There  is  also  good  hunting  and  fish¬ 
ing  in  Kansas. 

Kansas  is  not  only  the  geographical  center 
of  the  United  States,  but  is  the  center  for 
the  production  of  food  and  feed  grain;  there¬ 
fore,  marketing  research  is  of  primary  con¬ 
cern  to  the  area.  The  10-yeax  average  pro¬ 
duction  of  grain  crops,  principally  wheat,  sor¬ 
ghum,  and  corn,  on  the  average,  in  Kansas, 
amounts  to  353  million  bushels.  There  are 
extensive  processing  plants  for  these  grains 
in  Kansas.  In  flourmilling,  for  example, 
Kansas  is  the  leading  State  with  a  capacity 
of  40  million  hundredweight  per  year.  Kan¬ 
sas  also  leads  all  other  States  in  total  storage 
of  grain  with  a  capacity  of  approximtely  780 
million  bushels. 

The  city  of  Manhattan  is  now  the  focal 
point  for  grain  research  in  the  United  States. 
This  has  come  as  a  natural  consequence  from 
the  importance  to  the  economy  of  the  region 
of  the  production  of  grain,  and  its  storage, 
transportation,  processing,  and  marketing. 
The  greatest  possible  service  at  the  least  cost 
to  the  public  would  be  to  establish  the  Grain 
Marketing  Research  Center  in  Manhattan 
where  it  would  be  among  other  research 
agencies  which  could  supplement  its  serv¬ 
ices. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  for  bringing  up  this  impor¬ 
tant  matter. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  courtesy  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
in  yielding  further.  I  did  not  have  this 
correspondence  available  to  me  previ¬ 
ously. 

I  am  sorry  the  distinguished  Senators 
from  Mississippi  and  Alabama  have  left 
the  Chamber,  but  perhaps  the  Senator 
will  permit  me  to  put  this  in  the  Record 
later,  and  we  can  get  the  facts  straight¬ 
ened  out. 


1963 
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I  read  a  portion  of  a  letter  I  have  re¬ 
ceived: 

I  am  getting  quite  concerned  about  the 
loans  being  made  by  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  individuals  who  are  building 
houses  near  towns.  I  notice  in  our  Record 
of  Instruments  for  the  past  week  a  trust 
deed  from  Gary  Speckman  to  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  due  August  30, 1999, 
on  property  located  in  the  West-Meadow 
Subdivision  at  Aspen.  We  have  had  simi¬ 
lar  instances  in  Glenwood,  and  I  understand 
that  several  are  in  the  process  of  the  same 
type. 


And  then  he  goes  on  to  discuss  it. 

I  have  also  received  two  telegrams 
of  the  same  general  tenor  and  import. 

I  wonder  if  perhaps  by  tomorrow  the 
Department  could  give  us  further  infor¬ 
mation. 

I  do  not  think  it  was  intended  that  this 
particular  legislation  would  provide  for 
the  financing  of  housing  in  subdivisions 
adjacent  to  towns.  Although  I  do  not 
have  the  specific  information  available 
to  me  in  this  letter,  I  doubt  very  much 
that  there  would  be  any  considerable 
agricultural  activities  being  carried  on 
upon  this  particular  piece  of  property, 
although  it  might  well  be  that  it  qual¬ 
ifies. 

In  order  that  the  Record  may  be  clear, 
will  the  Senator  permit  me  to  make  as 
part  of  my  remarks  at  this  point  the 
letter  from  Mr.  Bell,  a  telegram  from 
Mr.  Neet,  and  one  from  Mr.  Hall? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  very  glad  to  do 
that,  and  I  join  in  the  request  that  this 
material  be  incorporated  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  telegrams  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Bell  Realty  Co., 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colo., 

September  11, 1963. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  I  am  getting  quite  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  loans  being  made  by  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  to  individuals 
who  are  building  houses  near  towns.  I 
notice  in  our  Record  of  Instruments  for  the 
past  week  a  trust  deed  from  Gary  Speckman 
to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  due 
August  30,  1999,  on  property  located  in  the 
West-Meadow  Subdivision  at  Aspen.  We 
have  had  similar  instances  in  Glenwood,  and 
I  understand  that  several  are  in  the  process 
of  the  same  type. 

I  may  be  confused  but  I  wasn’t  under  the 
impression  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  passed  any  act  which  would,  by  its 
stupid  maturities  and  interest  rates  in  the 
present  market,  allow  people  to  build  houses 
in  subdivisions.  This  is  a  gimmick  which  is 
neither  justified  nor  fair  to  the  lending 
business. 


If  this  bill  was  passed  to  help  farmers  ob¬ 
tain  housing  which  could  not  be  financed 
in  other  ways  I  do  not  believe  that  anyone 
in  our  industry  would  have  a  beef,  but  when 
it  gets  into  the  lending  of  money,  more  par¬ 
ticularly  the  taxpayers’  money,  to  individuals 
who  lack  the  necessary  down  payment  to 
purchase  or  build  property,  I  feel  that  it 
has  gone  far  from  the  reason  for  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  this  type  loan. 

I  would  appreciate  your  comments  on  it. 
and  also  as  to  what,  could  be  done  to  get 
rid  of  a  piece  of  legislation  which  can  only 
lead  to  cost  for  the  Government.  No-down¬ 
payment  loans  certainly  are  not  going  to  be 
very  good  collateral. 

Kind  personal  regards.  V  _ 

Sincerely,  _ 


C.  B.  Bell. 


Denver,  Colo., 
September  17,  1963. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  that  you  oppose  the  Holland 
amendment  of  section  511  of  the  Federal 
Housing  Act  that  would  Increase  by  $25 
million  the  funds  available  to  the  Federal 
Housing  Authority  for  nonfarm  housing. 

This  is  bill  H.R.  6754. 

Victor  B.  Neet, 

Manager,  Farm  &  Ranch  Loan  Depart¬ 
ment,  Van  Schaak  &  Co. 

Denver,  Colo., 
September  18,  1963. 

Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  folks  I  talk  with  want  the  Congress 
to  resist  executive  usurpation  of  its  respon¬ 
sibility  for  spending  our  money.  You  can 
begin  by  defeating  Senator  Holland’s  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  to  H.R.  6754  to  give  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  $25  million  for 
nonfarm  housing. 

How  ridiculous. 

Henry  C.  Hall. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
hold  in  my  hand  a  copy  of  the  act  as 
amended.  This  particular  section  is 
quite  long.  It  might  be  well,  while  we  are 
discussing  other  matters  with  Senators, 
for  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Col¬ 
orado,  who  is  an  able  lawyer,  to  review 
this  particular  section  of  the  act,  which 
I  now  hand  him,  and  see  whether  it 
throws  any  light  on  the  location  required 
by  the  act  to  be  an  appropriate  site  for 
a  loan  for  the  construction  of  rural  hous¬ 
ing.  If  there  are  other  eligibility  re¬ 
quirements  which  give  him  concern,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  answer  the  questions. 

I  am  sorry  we  do  not  have  in  our 
brief  any  resume  of  that  act,  but  that  is 
the  section  of  the  act  under  which  loans 
are  made,  and  as  to  which  the  increased 
authorization  recommended  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  apply. 

I  notice  that  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  is  in  the  Chamber. 
I  ask  that  he  give  attention  to  that 
matter. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  briefly  state  the  point?  I  was 
reading  the  letter. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  just  placed  in  the  Record 
certain  correspondence  which  has 
reached  him  from  constituents,  indi¬ 
cating  that  loans  have  been  made,  as 
stated  in  the  letter,  near  the  town  of 
Aspen  in  two  particular  subdivisions. 
The  question  arises  as  to  what  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  act  are  as  to  the  rule 
of  eligibility  laid  down  in  the  act. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida.  The  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  was  glancing  through  the  same 
letter. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  has  brought  to  my 
attention,  this  particular  section  of  the 
act,  which  defines  eligibility  under  the 
law.  Since  this  section  provides  that 
anyone  who  produces  $400  in  gross  value 
may  be  defined  by  the  Secretary  as  hav¬ 
ing  property  qualifying  as  a  farm,  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  perhaps  subsection  (b)  of  sec¬ 
tion  501,  42  U.S.C.  1471,  be  placed  in  the 
Record  in  its  entirety.  .  This  would  clear 
the  matter  up  and  show  the  authority  of 


the  law  and  also  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  to  make  such  a  determination. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shah  be  glad  for 
that  course  to  be  followed.  I  make  the 
request  that  the  section  mentioned  by 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  section 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Rural  Housing — Title  V,  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  Amended 

financial  assistance  by  the  secretary  of 

A  GRIC  U  lTUR  E 

Section  501  (42  U.S.C.  1471):  (b)(1)  For 
the  purpose  of  this  title,  the  term  "farm” 
shall  mean  a  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  op¬ 
erated  as  a  single  unit  which  is  used  for  the 
production  of  one  or  more  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  which  customarily  produces 
or  is  capable  of  producing  such  commodities 
for  sale  and  for  home  use  of  a  gross  annual 
value  of  not  less  than  the  equivalent  of  a 
gross  annual  value  of  $400  in  1944,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary 
shall  promptly  determine  whether  any  par¬ 
cel  or  parcels  of  land  constitute  a  farm  for 
the  purposes  of  this  title  whenever  requested 
to  do  so  by  any  interested  Federal,  State,  or 
local  public  agency,  and  his  determination 
shall  be  conclusive. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  would  appear  from 
the  Senator’s  reading  of  the  section  that 
probably  the  situation  suggested  earlier 
by  the  Senator  from  Colorado  exists; 
that  is,  a  person  operating  a  small  but 
profitable  chicken  business,  or  berry 
business,  or  fruit  business,  on  a  lot  in  a 
suburban  subdivision,' provided  the  busi¬ 
ness  exceeds  the  figure  read  by  the 
Senator,  could  have  his  lot  qualified  as 
a  site  for  such  a  loan.  At  any  rate,  the 
act  will  speak  for  itself. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  statement.  I  think  the  act  is  pretty 
clear  as  to  what  is  envisioned  as  being 
within  its  scope. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  has  some  additional  remarks 
to  make  on  the  general  subject  of  hous¬ 
ing,  but  will  make  those  remarks  later. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Florida 
one  or  two  questions.  At  the  bottom  of 
page  3  of  the  print  of  the  bill  there  is 
the  beginning  of  the  reference,  in  the 
Senate  amendment,  to  the  $35  million  to 
be  transferred  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  agricultural 
research. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  could 
not  be  present  in  the  Chamber  when  the 
general  subject  matter  was  discussed  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida.  For  the  time 
being  I  wish  to  refer  to  this  item  and  ask 
the  Senator  a  question  about  it.  The 
provision  is  clear  that  this  language  is 
for  utilization  research.  Language  was 
also  provided  for  increased  production 
research. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Those  items  are  to  be 
considered  by  the  Senate  now,  and  by 
the  conferees  later,  not  necessarily  as  a 
joint  item,  but  as  two  undertakings. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  bill  came  to  the 
Senate  from  the  other  body  with  pro-  > 
vision  for  $5  million  to  be  made  avail- 
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able  for  the  cost  of  production  research. 
The  Senate  committee  felt  it  should  fol¬ 
low  the  policy  which  was  followed  for  2 
or  3  prior  years — I  do  not  remember 
just  how  long — in  putting  in  the  bill  sev¬ 
eral  million  for  acceleration  of  utilization 
research.  Upon  the  urgent  request  of 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi,  earlier 
wording  of  the  field  to  be  covered  by  the 
$35  million  for  research,  and  as  outlined 
in  the  Department’s  report,  which  has 
now  been  printed  as  Document  No.  34, 
has  been  enlarged  to  cover  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  research. 

The  Senator  is  correct  in  his  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
The  Senator  from  Mississippi  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  all  research,  of  course,  but  be¬ 
cause  cotton  is  a  major  commodity  in  his 
State  he  has  a  major  interest  in  it. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  will  agree, 
will  he  not,  that  in  the  case  of  cotton, 
one  of  the  major  ways  to  have  it  utilized 
and  off  the  hands  of  the  Government  is 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  producing  it,  there¬ 
by  making  it  more  competitive? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  it  would  result  in 
a  lower  support  price,  that  is  correct,  be¬ 
cause  the  level  of  the  whole  price  struc¬ 
ture  has  been  so  great  as  to  interfere 
with  favorable  competition  of  cotton  with 
synthetic  fibers,  in  particular,  and  per¬ 
haps  with  some  foreign  cotton.  So  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  is  proceeding  in  the 
right  direction.  The  committee  was 
glad  to  follow  the  suggestion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Cotton  is  a  commodity 
that  could  come  in  either  door — utiliza¬ 
tion  research  or  cost-of-production  re¬ 
search. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  the  Senator  sug¬ 
gesting  that  more  of  us  ought  to  wear 
cottons  shirts,  exclusively? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  is  always  favorable  to  that 
kind  of  advertising,  and  thanks  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  that  contribution. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  further  matters  to  discuss  at  this 
time,  unless  Senators  wish  to  ask  ques¬ 
tions.  I  have  been  following  what  I  un¬ 
derstood  had  been  stated  on  the  floor  by 
the  acting  leader  before  I  came  in,  to  the 
effect  that  there  would  be  no  votes  to¬ 
day. 

It  is  now  20  minutes  to  5.  I  shall 
await  the  suggestion,  of  the  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
no  objection  to  starting  on  these  amend¬ 
ments  now.  I  wil  not  ask  for  a  yea  and 
nay  vote  on  all  the  amendments.  Some 
of  them  I  may  agree  to.  The  only 
reason  I  raised  any  question  is  that  the 
President,  in  submitting  the  budget 
claimed  a  saving  of  $928  million  in  the 
operation  of  the  agricultural  program. 
I  do  not  for  a  moment  question  his  sin¬ 
cerity  in  making  that  statement;  but  I 
cannot  reconcile  it  with  their  financial 
reports,  and  there  are  those  who  are 
very  suspicious.  To  allay  these  suspi¬ 
cions,  I  merely  ask  that  we  be  told  where 
that  saving  is  to  be  found.  I  have  not 
been  able  to  find  it.  I  mention  that 
point  in  particular  because  I  notice  that 
in  the  bill  which  is  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  appropriation  called  for  is 


$6,046,738,340.  The  comparable  report 
which  was  passed  by  the  Senate  last  year, 
for  the  same  Agriculture  Department, 
showed  the  appropriation  to  be  $4,774,- 
983,000.  That  makes  a  difference  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $1,300  million  which  is  the 
amount  by  which  the  present  bill  exceeds 
the  one  of  last  year.  How  can  anyone 
say  that  an  appropriation  of  $1,300 
million  more  for  the  agency  this  year 
represents  a  saving  of  approximately 
$900  million?  That  is  something  that  I 
cannot  understand.  I  am  sure  that 
someone  on  the  New  Frontier  can  ex¬ 
plain  it  and  that  is  what  I  am  waiting 
for. 

Personally  I  am  convinced  that  there 
is  no  such  savings. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  believes  the  figures  found  on  page 
1  of  the  committee  report  to  be  correct. 
The  figures  show  that  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  for  1963,  which  includes  both  the 
original  and  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions,  was  $6,007,599,910.  The  amount 
in  the  pending  bill,  as  reported  to  the 
Senate,  is  $6,046,738,340.  It  is  stated 
very  clearly  that  the  amount  of  the  bill 
as  reported  exceeds  the  1963  appropria¬ 
tion  by  $39,138,340.  The  Senator  will 
find  those  figures  on  page  1  of  the  report. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  will  also 
find  that  the  bill  is  $322  million  under 
the  budget  estimates  for  this  year.  That 
figure  also  appears  on  page  1  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report.  The  committee  felt  that 
it  was  justified  in  reporting  a  bill  which 
cut  the  budget  estimate  by  that  amount, 
which  is  no  inconsiderable  amount. '  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  not  responsible 
for  any  further  figures  than  those  stated 
in  the  report  and  appearing  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  that.  Not  for  a  moment  would 
I  want  what  I  have  said  to  indicate  that 
I  question  the  sincerity  of  the  report  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  and  his  com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  examined  the  reports.  I 
believe  the  reports  show  a  true  picture. 
But  my  point  is  that  the  same  reports 
do  not  support  the  administration’s 
claim  that  there  has  been  a  $928  million 
reduction  in  the  cost  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  agricultural  program  as  com¬ 
pared  with  last  year.  If  I  am  in  error 
and  anyone  thinks  the  claim  can  be  sup¬ 
ported  I  wish  he  would  explain  it  to  me, 
because  I  cannot  see  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  that  subject  matter;  therefore  I 
shall  leave  it  to  some  other  Senator  to 
explain  it.  I  have  also  refei*red  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  the  figures,  which  I  have  already 
stated,  showing  a  comparison  between 
the  bill  as  reported  and  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  last  year.  I  have  shown  what 
those  figures  were,  as  well  as  the  requests 
this  year  in  the  budget  estimates. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  will  admit  that  before 
the  year  is  out  there  will  be  a  supplemen¬ 
tal  appropriation  bill  to  consider  to  re¬ 
store  some  money  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  They  have  already 
sustained  the  loss,  and  no  provision  has 
been  made  for  appropriations  to  cover 
this  loss.  These  losses  have  already  been 
sustained.  The  fact  that  they  are  not 
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being  written  off  this  year  does  not  mean 
that  anyone  should  go  out  and  boast  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  reduced  the  cost 
of  operating  the  programs.  The  cost  is 
still  there  even  though  it  is  hidden. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  agrees  that  we 
must  include  in  the  cost  of  the  agricul¬ 
ture  program  not  only  what  we  spent, 
but  the  actual  losses  sustained  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  ac¬ 
tual  losses  have  been  sustained ;  whether 
we  make  the  reimbursement  this  year, 
next  year,  or  the  year  after  is  not  the 
point.  My  complaint  is  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  is  not  presenting  a  true  picture 
when  it  says  that  the  cost  of  the  program 
has  been  reduced  by  $928  million.  In 
reality  it  has  cost  nearly  a  billion  and  a 
half  more  than  the  year  before.  They 
are  not  presenting  to  the  public  the  true 
picture  of  the  cost  of  their  vast  spending 
programs. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  has  no  information  as  to  the 
claim  the  Senator  has  referred  to,  but 
he  invites  attention  to  the  fact  that  there 
is  no  possible  way  under  high  heaven  of 
stating  at  this  time  what  the  total  re¬ 
imbursements  required  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  may  be. 

There  are  vast  quantities  of  commodi¬ 
ties  on  hand.  The  world  market  might 
take  a  jump  upward  in  cotton  or  in 
wheat,  and  that  could  very  shortly  make 
a  great  difference  in  the  reimbursement 
appropriations  that  would  have  to  be 
made  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

The  Senate  committee,  as  I  stated  in 
my  original  statement,  felt  that  the 
House  committee  had  not  been  suffi¬ 
ciently  realistic  on  this  point.  Therefore, 
we  restored  some  of  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  to  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  1962  losses,  which 
had  been  stricken  by  the  House.  How¬ 
ever,  as  I  recall,  we  still  left  $100  million 
yet  to  be  considered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
reading  from  the  most  recent  report, 
dated  May  31,  1963,  a  copy  of  which  I 
have  in  my  hand.  In  the  report,  on  page 
10,  I  find  this  statement: 

Unrestored,  realized  losses  sustained  for 
fiscal  year  1961,  $1,057,047,169.73. 

Unrestored,  realized  losses  for  fiscal  year 
1962,  $2,799,400,162.73. 

Through  May  1963  there  is  another 
$2,436,569,004.27  listed  as  realized  loss. 

Altogether  they  have  unrestored  and 
realized  losses  and  reserves — these  are 
not  projected  losses,  but  sustained  losses 
up  to  this  time — totaling  $7,799,173,- 
336.73.  They  are  actual  losses  for  which 
no  appropriation  has  as  yet  been  made. 

My  point  is  that  someday  we  shall 
have  to  appropriate  the  money  with 
which  to  cover  them.  That  loss  has  been 
sustained.  We  sold  the  goods.  They 
are  gone.  The  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  borrowing  authority  of 
$14%  billion.  It  now  owes  $13,325  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  the  outstanding  obligation. 
There  is  only  a  little  less  than  $6  billion 
in  inventory  on  hand.  The  rest  is  repre¬ 
sented  by  the  losses  that  have  been  sus¬ 
tained  and  the  commodities  that  have 
been  sold. 

We  shall  not  recover  that  amount; 
whether  it  is  written  off  this  year  or 
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whether  it  was  written  off  last  year  is 
not  the  point.  It  must  ultimately  be 
written  off.  What  I  am  objecting  to  is 
the  administration’s  argument  that  by 
accumulating  these  losses  and  postpon¬ 
ing  the  day  when  they  are  written  off, 
there  has  been  a  reduction  in  the  cost 
of  Government.  In  reality  someday  we 
shall  shock  the  taxpayers  of  the  country 
with  an  $8  billion  writeoff. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Over  what  period  of 
time  have  these  losses  been  accumulat¬ 
ing? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  re¬ 
port  covers  fiscal  years  1961,  1962,  and 
up  through  May  1963.  There  have  been 
earlier  losses.  These  losses  have  already 
been  sustained.  If  we  do  not  appropri¬ 
ate  the  money  this  year  to  take  care  of 
the  total  losses  we  are  not  reducing  the 
cost  to  the  American  taxpayers  in  the 
operation  of  the  program. 

All  I  am  trying  to  get  is  an  acknowl¬ 
edgement  of  the  true  facts  for  the  tax¬ 
payers.  Whether  the  appropriation  is 
included  in  the  pending  bill  or  in  some 
other  bill  is  immaterial.  I  do  not  know 
how  anyone  can  claim  that  by  not  writ¬ 
ing  off  the  losses  this  year  we  are  saving 
the  taxpayers  money.  We  are  not  doing 
so.  The  money  is  gone. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  not  referring  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida  as  having  made  that  claim. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Not  at 
all. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  stated  what 
our  committee  has  done.  It  has  restored 
to  the  bill  about  $200  million  of  the 
amount  claimed  as  needed  to  restore  the 
capital  structure  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  losses  in  fiscal 
1962. 

One  hundred  million  dollars  is  still  left 
unrestored.  I  have  said  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  that  no 
one  can  tell  with  certainty  what  the 
total  picture  will  be  before  end  of  this 
fiscal  year  is  reached,  because  quick  in¬ 
creases  or  decreases  in  the  value  of  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  make  much  difference, 
and  they  occur  quickly. 

I  hear  rumors  of  our  possibly  having  to 
sell  large  amounts  of  wheat  somewhere. 
I  hear  rumors  that  the  value  of  corn  has 
gone  up.  Someone  told  me  the  price  had 
recently  risen  25  cents  a  bushel.  I  do 
not  state  that  as  a  fact,  because  I  do  not 
know  if  it  is  true.  It  is  not  our  business 
to  know  that.  Our  business  is  to  make 
a  reasonable  reimbursement  appropria¬ 
tion  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  at  this  time,  knowing  perfectly  well 
that  perhaps  before  the  fiscal  year  has 
ended  a  supplemental  bill  may  be  before 
us  again  as  has  happened  in  previous 
years. 

So  my  hope  is  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  will  at  least  allow  the  commit¬ 
tee  to  claim  credit  and  responsibility 
only  for  carrying  out  its  own  duties.  We 
have  tried  to  make  a  reasonable  restora¬ 
tion'  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  We  have  raised  the  figure  as  it 
ca^tve  over  from  the  other  body  by  about 
$200  million,  because  we  thought  it  was 


reasonable  to  do  so,  but  we  have  still  left 
a  cushion  of  $100  million  . 

Perhaps  that  is  not  a  sound  way  to 
proceed,  but  we  believe  it  is  a  sounder 
and  more  realistic  way  to  proceed  than 
the  approach  of  the  other  body  to  the 
problem.  I  believe  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware,  who  is  well 
known  for  his  careful  handling  of  all  fi¬ 
nancial  accountings,  will  recognize  it  as  a 
more  careful  and  more  correct  way  of 
handling  the  matter.  At  least,  we  hope 
he  will  find  no  fault  with  this  commit¬ 
tee’s  actions. 

As  to  what  others  may  say  about  what 
has  been  saved  by  the  general  operations 
in  agriculture :  First,  I  have  no  informa¬ 
tion  on  that  subject;  next,  I  have  no  re¬ 
sponsibility  on  that  subject.  We  have 
been  dealing  with  a  specific  request  for 
reimbursement  in  a  specific  amount, 
which  we  have  granted  in  larger  meas¬ 
ure  than  was  granted  by  the  other  body, 
because  we  thought  it  was  realistic,  fair, 
and  reasonable  to  do  so.  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  feels  it  was  fair 
to  act  in  that  way  rather  than  to  leave 
the  much  larger  difference  between  the 
admitted  loss,  already  incurred,  and  the 
restoration  made. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am  not 
criticizing  the  actions  of  the  committee 
or  the  Senator  from  Florida.  What  he 
has  said  is  true.  The  difference  in  what 
we  are  saying  is  that  the  Senator  from 
Florida  very  properly  is  pointing  out  that 
the  committee  has  restored  approxi¬ 
mately  $200  million  over  the  House  fig¬ 
ure,  which  still  leaves  the  amount  only 
about  $100  million  below  the  budget  re¬ 
quest.  To  that  extent  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  has  said  is  correct.  My 
argument  is  that  in  submitting  the  budg¬ 
et  the  administration  did  not  give  the 
true  picture  of  the  amount  of  these 
losses. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  for  that  statement.  I 
thought  that  was  his  point  of  view.  I 
have  observed  how  cautious  and  careful 
and  how  nearly  always  accurate  he  has 
been  in  his  approach. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  will  wait,  I  will  show  him  where 
we  differ.  It  is  not  that  I  differ  with 
him  as  to  the  handling  of  the  budget  re¬ 
quest.  My  argument  is  that  the  budget 
sent  to  Congress  did  not  include  actual 
losses  that  had  been  sustained.  The 
Budget  asked  Congress  to  reimburse  the 
CCC  for  only  a  part  of  the  losses  actually 
sustained.  That  is  where  the  false  claim 
of  cutting  the  cost  of  the  program 
develops. 

I  am  speaking  of  losses  actually  sus¬ 
tained.  I  think  the  Budget  Director  was 
negligent  in  not  asking  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  full  amount  of  all  accumu¬ 
lated  losses  to  date.  The  president  has 
been  saying,  “See  how  I  have  saved  the 
taxpayers  money.”  That  is  not  true.  I 
quote  from  page  10  of  the  report  of  the 
budget: 

Unrestored  realized  losses  on  commodities 
already  sold  are  approximately  $7.8  billion. 

We  have  never  faced  up  to  the  true 
cost  of  this  agriculture  program; 
$2,799,400,162.73  has  been  lost  on  com¬ 
modities  that  were  shipped — they  are 


gone — in  1962.  Up  to  May  1963  the 
amount  was  $2,436  million.  Altogether, 
according  to  their  own  report,  they  have 
lost  $7,749  million  on  commodities  that 
are  gone.  They  have  been  shipped  out 
of  the  warehouses.  The  Budget  Bureau 
has  asked  us  to  restore  only  approxi¬ 
mately  $2  billion,  so  there  will  be  an  un¬ 
recognized  loss  of  about  $5  billion  over 
these  years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Over  the  years  since 
1938?  . 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mostly 
since  1961.  These  are  the  losses  that 
have  actually  been  sustained,  according 
to  their  own  books.  When  the  losses 
were  sustained  is  only  secondary.  My 
point  is  that  they  should  be  recognized 
and  not  covered  up.  „ 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  only  about  $6  million  worth  of  in¬ 
ventories  at  today’s  market  price  with 
which  to  pay  off  a  debt  of  $13  %  billion. 
That  is  where  the  losses  come  in. 

I  object  to  the  administration’s  say¬ 
ing  to  the  taxpayers,  “See  how  economy 
minded  we  are.  We  are  saving  money 
for  you  this  year.  We  are  operating 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  with  $1 
billion  less  this  year  than  we  did  last 
year.” 

Actually,  the  administration  is  carry¬ 
ing  over  about  $5  billion  of  previous 
years’  losses  and  not  facing  up  to  the 
facts  of  life.  If  I  am  in  error  I  want  to 
be  corrected. 

I  have  gone  through  the  bill.  I  am 
not  finding  fault  with  the  Senator  from 
Florida.  But  in  item  after  item,  there 
is  an  increase  of  $1  million,  $2  million, 
5  percent,  or  10  percent.  Perhaps  they 
can  be  justified;  I  do  not  argue  that 
point.  My  point  is  that  additional 
money  cannot  be  appropriated  for  every 
division  of  a  department  of  government 
and  still  have  a  lower  total  budget.  Let 
the  administration  stop  kidding  the 
people. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  is  not  kid¬ 
ding  the  people.  He  has  faced  up  to  what 
the  budget  requested.  My  point  is  that 
the  Budget  Bureau  did  not  submit  a 
true  list  of  the  losses  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  I  object  to  their 
saying  otherwise  when  they  know  it  is 
not  true. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has 
come  before  the  Committee  on  Finance 
and  asked  that  taxes  be  reduced.  In  his 
presentation  to  the  House  committee  he 
claimed  that  the  executive  branch  asked 
for  a  smaller  amount  of  appropriations 
for  the  Agriculture  Department  than 
were  provided  last  year  and  based  that 
claim  on  the  false  premise  that  the  cost 
of  this  agriculture  program  has  been  re¬ 
duced  by  over  $900  million.  He  has  more 
sense  than  that.  The  cost  has  been  in¬ 
creased  when  all  the  facts  are  known. 

I  want  the  facts  to  be  stated.  We  can¬ 
not  escape  the  fact  that  this  adminis¬ 
tration  has  spent  more  money  than  any 
other  administration  in  the  history  of 
our  Government,  even  including  ex¬ 
penditures  in  World  War  n.  I  do  not 
propose  to  let  the  administration  get 
away  with  its  false  claim  that  it  has 
made  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of  Govern- 
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ment  unless  the  administration  can . 
prove  it. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  is  giving  a 
true  picture.  Not  for  one  moment  would 
I  want  anyone  to  think  that  I  am  quar¬ 
reling  with  him.  His  figures  are  accu¬ 
rate.  My  point  is  that  the  Budget  fig¬ 
ures  do  not  recognize  the  facts  as  to  the 
total  amount  of  the  losses  sustained  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  If 
the  figures  I  am  quoting  as  to  losses  are 
incorrect  I  would  be  delighted  to  have 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  correct  them. 
But  if  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  does 
take  exception  to  my  statement  I  shall 
then  ask  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  to  explain  their  books,  which  do 
show  the  losses  as  I  have  outlined. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware.  His 
argument  concerns  the  way  the  budget 
was  submitted.  I  repeat  what  has  al¬ 
ready  been  so  ably  said  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Young]  ,  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee.  The  subcom¬ 
mittee  functions  in  a  completely  non¬ 
partisan,  bipartisan  way.  We  deal  with 
matters  brought  before  us.  We  try  to 
deal  with  them  carefully.  We  believe 
that  by  restoring  most  of  the  $2.8  bil¬ 
lion  claimed  as  losses  from  CCC  opera¬ 
tions  in  fiscal  1962,  we  have  proceeded 
more  cautiously  and  factually  than  the 
other  body  has  done. 

We  realize  that  we  have  not  complete¬ 
ly  met  the  picture,  because  we  have  only 
gone  within  $100  million  of  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  the  claimed  loss.  The  reason 
why  we  have  done  that — as  already 
stated  to  the  Senator — for  example  the 
surplus  cotton  was  sold  at  a  great  profit 
to  the  country,  as  the  Senator  will  re¬ 
member.  Of  course  it  took  a  war  to 
bring  that  about,  but  it  did  occur. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  hope 
there  is  not  going  to  have  to  be  another 
war  in  order  to  get  us  out  of  this  dif¬ 
ficulty. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  have  been 
other  sales  of  certain  parts  of  the  surplus 
which  have  operated  at  a  profit;  and  I 
believe  we  have  proceeded  in  a  biparti¬ 
san  fashion  and  in  a  cautious  fashion — 
very  much  as  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  would  have  proceeded. 

My  suggestion — in  response  to  his 
feeling  that  the  Budget  Bureau  has  not 
proceeded  correctly,  and  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  some  of  his  statements  may  not 
have  proceeded  correctly — is  that  there 
are  other  places  where  this  can  be  gone 
into — for  example,  in  the  Joint  Commit¬ 
tee  of  Economic  Advisers,  or  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  for  the  Reduction  of  Nonessential 
Expenditures,  of  which  I  believe  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  is  a  member. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is 
too  late  for  that.  The  loss  has  already ' 
been  sustained.  The  sale  has  been 
made.  I  am  not  quarreling  with  what 
the  Senator  from  Florida  has  done,  but 
I  am  taking  exception  to  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  false  claim  of  economy. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  My  view  is  that  the 
point  the  Senator  has  made,  whether 
good  or  bad,  has  no  application  to  this 
particular  appropriation  bill.  We  stand 
upon  the  action  of  the  committee,  as 
representing  the  best  judgment,  in  a 


bipartisan  way,  of  the  membership  of 
the  committee.  I  have  heard  the  Sen¬ 
ator  state — and  I  appreciate  his  state¬ 
ment — that  he  thinks  the  committee  has 
done  a  good  job  on  the  subject  before  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  re¬ 
peat  I  do  not  question  what  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  done  in  connection  with  its  res¬ 
toration  of  the  amounts  of  the  Budget 
Bureau  requests.  I  recognize  that  the 
committee  has  acted — as  always — in  a 
bipartisan  way.  I  too  am  addressing  my 
remarks  in  a  bipartisan  way,  and  I  do 
not  wish  them  to  be  interpreted  as  being 
any  more  politically  motivated  than 
the  President’s  statements  on  taxes  are. 
I  am  merely  trying  to  help  the  Presi¬ 
dent  straighten  out  the  record.  I  rec¬ 
ognize,  as  the  Senator  says,  that  with 
$6  billion  worth  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  in  inventories,  there  can  be  a 
variation  of  $100  million. 

But  a  difference  of  nearly  $5  billion 
cannot  be  excused  in  any  such  manner, 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  knows  it. 
By  the  administration’s  own  reports  they 
have  lost  this  much  money.  But  they 
have  not  asked  that  it  be  restored  by 
means  of  an  appropriation;  neither  are 
they  telling  the  taxpayers  about  the  loss. 
Instead,  they  state,  “Look  how  righteous 
we  are.  We  have  saved  a  billion  dollars.” 
But  they  have  not  saved  a  billion  dollars; 
they  have  just  not  admitted  the  true  loss. 
I  just  want  to  have  this  matter  set 
straight. 

I  come  from  the  old  school  of  simple 
mathematics.  I  was  never  fortunate 
enough  to  receive  a  Harvard  education. 
If  I  had  gone  to  Harvard  perhaps  I 
would  understand  this  type  of  New  Fron¬ 
tier  bookkeeping.  I  do  not  see  how  if 
you  have  a  $13  to  $14  billion  debt  out¬ 
standing  and  only  $6  billion  in  inven¬ 
tory  to  pay  it  off  with  and  no  cash,  any¬ 
one  can  claim  they  do  not  have  a  loss. 
If  a  private  corporation  operated  that 
way  I  would  say  it  was  bankrupt,  and  if 
the  directors  told  its  stockholders  they 
were  making  money  they  would  be  locked 
up  in  the  Federal  penitentiary. 

The  Government  should  set  an  exam¬ 
ple  of  honesty  in  its  reports  to  the  people. 

I  do  not  intend  to  sit  back  and  vote 
for  an  appropriation  bill  that  gives  a 
false  impression  to  the  taxpayers.  I 
will  not  let  them  think  we  are  saving 
them  $928  million  when  I  know  that  it 
is  not  true.  Instead,  they  are  actually 
increasing  the  cost  over  last  year  in  ad¬ 
ministering  the  program  by  an  extra 
billion  or  a  billion  and  a  half.  All  I 
want  is  a  true  recognition  of  the  costs, 
and  until  I  get  it  I  will  ask  for  separate 
consideration  of  each  of  the  different 
amendments  so  that  we  can  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  they  are  not  re¬ 
ducing  appropriations.  You  just  cannot 
increase  expenditures  in  every  category 
in  this  department  and  then  come  back 
here  and  say  we  are  saving  $900  million. 
The  Senate  knows  this  and  so  does  the 
administration.  But  I  say  the  Budget 
Director  had  better  get  things  straight' 
and  straighten  out  the  President  on  it, 
because  I  do  not  believe  the  President 
wishes  to  keep  fooling  the  American 
people.  I  am  only  here  trying  to  help 
the  administration  get  the  record 
straight  so  that  they  can  get  the  truth 


out  to  the  people  which  is  that  this 
administration  is  spending  more  money 
in  every  single  department  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Actually  expenditures  under 
this  administration  are  averaging  about 
$18  billion  per  year  over  the  average 
expenditures  of  the  8  years  of  the  Eisen¬ 
hower  administration. 

This  is  $l1/2  billion  per  month  or  $50 
million  per  day  for  every  day  in  the 
year. 

Think  of  it — this  administration  is 
spending  $50  million  per  day  more  than 
was  spent  by  any  preceding  administra¬ 
tion  in  the  history  of  our  country,  and 
these  extra  expenditures  are  being  fi¬ 
nanced  on  borrowed  money. 

It  is  past  time  for  the  Frontiersmen 
to  face  up  to  the  true  picture. 

If  the  Senator  wants  to  start  consid¬ 
ering  some  of  these  amendments  I 
would  be  delighted  to  do  it  here  tonight 
and  will  cooperate  in  going  through  them 
as  rapidly  as  possible.  But  I  will  point 
out  that  these  amendments  do  call  for 
increases  and  not  for  reductions.  I  just 
want  to  get  the  record  straight  as  to 
what  this  Department  is  costing  the  tax¬ 
payers. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  had  the  committee  report 
before  him.  Does  he  find  fault  with  the 
compilation  of  the  costs  expressed  on 
the  first  page  of  that-report? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No. 
Not  as  far  as  it  goes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  Senator  does, 
I  wish  the  Senator  would  call  it  to  my 
attention. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No,  sir; 
I  do  not — not  at  all.  I  could  not  repeat 
that  often  enough.  What  I  am  finding 
fault  with  is  the  Budget  Bureau  which 
did  not  submit  the  true  cost  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  Congress.  It  did  not  in¬ 
clude  the  losses  which  it  knew  at  that 
time  had  actually  been  sustained  in  this 
department,  and  they  underestimated 
that  loss  by  about  5  billion  over  the  year. 
On  the  basis  of  this  omission  they  are 
trying  to  give  the  false  impression  of 
having  reduced  expenditures.  That  is 
my  argument,  not  with  the  Senator  from 
Florida  or  his  committee.  But  the 
Budget  Director  has  the  responsibility 
to  face  up  to  the  facts  and  give  us  the 
true  picture  when  he  submits  a  budget 
message,  because  the  President  is  mak¬ 
ing  speeches  based  on  this  erroneous 
report,  and  I  want  to  help  him  get  this 
record  straightened  out  as  to  just  what 
it  is  costing  the  taxpayers. 

Surely  the  President  wants  his  state¬ 
ments  to  be  accurate,  and  I  am  only 
trying  to  show  him  the  error  of  his  earlier 
claim  of  economy  in  government. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President, 
would  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  appreciate  the  bi¬ 
partisanship  with  which  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]  has  approached  some  of  these 
matters. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  This  is 
wholly  bipartisan,  I  assure  you. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  know  he  is  very 
sincere  about  that  and  desires  to  help  the 
President  all  he  can.  He  has  demon- 
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strated  that  over  a  good  many  years,  so  I 
would  not  reduce  this  colloquy  to  a  politi¬ 
cal  debate.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  that  I  thank  him  very 
much  for  his  statements  here  thus  far 
this  afternoon.  I  know  he  is  quite  sin¬ 
cere  about  them  .and  I  believe  like  every¬ 
one  else  he  does  want  to  try  to  save  the 
Government  money  where  it  is  possible 
to  save  it.  I  am  sure  that  as  we  proceed 
on  this  bill  tomorrow  that  undoubtedly 
he  will  offer  amendments  and  suggestions 
as  to  ways  and  means  where  we  will  be 
able  to  save. 

Mr.  President,  as  to  the  parliamentary 
situation,  we  are  ready  to  consider  the 
committee  amendments  to  the  bill.  We 
now  have  to  consider  them  individually? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  It  has  occurred  to 
me  that  it  is  now  10  minutes  after  5 
o’clock  and  that  if  we  can  move  along  to¬ 
morrow  with  the  able  cooperation  of  my 
distinguished  colleague  who  has  done  a 
magnificent  job  in  explaining  this  par¬ 
ticular  appropriation  bill,  I  am  certain 
that  tomorrow  we  will  be  able  to  defend 
the  position  of  the  committee  as  well  as 
anybody  can  defend  that  position.  It  is 
the  right  position.  If  we  can  move  to¬ 
morrow  with  some  expedition  and  we  can 
get  an  announcement  out  to  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  Senate  that  there  will  be  all 
these  amendments  coming  up  possibly 
with  some  yea-and-nay  votes - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If' the 
Senator  from  Florida  will  yield. 

An  admission  of  the  true  cost  of  this 
program  is  all  I  am  trying  to  get.  The 
moment  we  get  that  understood  we  can 
then  rapidly  proceed  to  completion  of 
this  bill. 

I  have  quoted  the  pages  from  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  They  can  get  this  report,  and  if 
they  can  find  where  I  am  in  error  I  would 
be  delighted  to  have  someone  correct 
me. 

In  the  bill  before  us  there  are  many 
proposals  which  carry  increases  such  as 
for  research,  and  I  am  going  to  support 
some  of  them.  The  committee  has,  in 
going  over  this  bill,  made  what  they  be¬ 
lieve  are  their  best  recommendations. 
To  a  substantial  degree  I  am  in  agree¬ 
ment  with  what  they  did. 

What  I  do  wish  to  have  understood 
or  explained  is  how  anyone  voting  for 
this  bill  can  claim  that  it  would  save  the 
taxpayers  $900  million.  If  there  is  any 
Senator  in  the  Chamber  who  insists  that 
it  would,  I  wish  he  would  explain  to  me 
where  this  savings  is.  I  would  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  have  that  point  explained  to 
me.  But  if  I  am  not  in  error,  once  I 
receive  recognition  of  the  real  cost  of  the 
Department,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned 
the  Senate  can  agree  to  the  amendments 
en  bloc,  and  we  can  operate  as  we  always 
have.  All  I  desire  is  to  have  a  clear 
understanding  and  a  frank  admission  of 
the  real  cost.  We  cannot  have  a  differ¬ 


ence  of  opinion  concerning  $900  million. 
I  insist  that  the  Department  has  not 
operated  for  $928  million  less  than  it 
cost  the  year  before.  I  am  not  quarrel¬ 
ing  as  to  whether  these  losses  would  be 
written  off  in  the  present  bill  or  written 
off  a  year  later,  but  I  am  insisting  that 
the  truth  be  told  to  the  public  as  to  the 
true  costs. 

The  President’s  claim  of  having  re¬ 
duced  the  costs  of  domestic  programs  as 
the  result  of  a  reduction  in  the  cost  of 
the  agriculture  programs  cannot  be 
supported  by  the  facts. 

I  raised  the  same  point  a  few  years  ago 
when  other  administrations  tried  it.  I 
said  that  a  true  picture  was  not  pre¬ 
sented  when  that  administration  post¬ 
poned  for  a  year  or  two  writing  off  their 
losses. 

A  true  picture  is  not  being  put  before 
the  people.  That  is  what  I  am  arguing 
about.  Once  we  can  agree  that  the  pro- 
program  is  not  the  money-saving  pro¬ 
gram  which  it  has  been  pictured  to  be  in 
the  budget  report  we  can  adopt  the 
amendments  en  bloc  and  proceed  rapidly 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned.  I  will  support 
a  substantial  part  of  what  the  committee 
has  done.  It  has  done  an  excellent  job. 

I  find  no  fault  with  it.  All  that  I  ask  for 
is  that  in  enacting  the  bill  me  tell  the 
taxpayers  exactly  what  it  will  cost.  The 
Budget  Director  and  the  administration 
have  the  responsibility  of  putting  the 
true  picture  before  the  American  peo¬ 
ple. 

Mr.  HOLLAND;  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  committee  claims  only 
the  following  ultimate  facts:  Our  re¬ 
ported  appropriation  bill  is  under  the 
estimates  which  we  received  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  by  $322  million- 
plus;  our  bill  is  over  the  appropriations 
for  1963  in  the  amount  of  $39  million- 
plus.  I  believe  that  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Delaware  has  found  no  fault 
with  those  figures.  We  make  no  claims 
other  than  as  sho^ra  in  our  report,  and 
I  wish  to  be  very  clearly  understood  on 
that  point. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  wish 
to  make  it  very  clear  that  I  am  not  quar¬ 
reling  with  the  report  of  the  committee. , 
What  I  am  pointing  out  is  that  when  the 
Budget  Bureau  submitted  its  estimate 
or  request  to  the  Congress  it  did  not  in¬ 
clude  in  that  request  the  proper  figure 
which  would  restore  the  actual  losses  sus¬ 
tained  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
portation.  Someday  the  $7.5  billion 
must  be  written  off.  It  is  already  lost. 
That  is  all  I  am  trying  to  say.  I  have 
referred  to  the  records.  If  there  is  no 
contradiction  of  what  I  have  said,  to¬ 
morrow  the  Senate  can  proceed  very 
rapidly  for  I  am  not  trying  to  delay  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill.  But  I  want  it 
clearly  understood  that  when  the  bill  is 
passed,  we  will  have  appropriated  to  an 
agency  of  the  Government  which  is  op¬ 


erating  at  an  ever  increasing  cost  to  the 
American  taxpayers. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Delaware  for 
demonstrating  a  willingness  to  cooperate 
tomorrow  In  the  passage  of  the  gill.  As 
the  Senator  appreciates,  we  are  not  here 
trying  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  the 
statements  of  the  Director  of  the  Budget. 
As  a  separate  and  distinct  branch  of  the 
three  coordinate  branches  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  we  are  merely  trying  to  pass  the 
proposed  farm  program.  The  Senator 
finds  some  difference  with  respect  to  the 
claim  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  I  believe  the  Senator  is  en¬ 
titled  to  some  explanation.  At  this  mo¬ 
ment  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  give  it  to 
him.  I  wish  I  were.  It  may  be  that 
the  Senator  is  correct.  I  do  not  know. 
Our  only  purpose  now  is  to  try  to  have 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill 
passed.  We  therefore  appreciate  the 
cooperation  of  the  Senator  from  Dela- 
aware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  assure 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  in  a  good  bi¬ 
partisan  manner,  that  I  wish  to  cooper¬ 
ate.  There  will  be  no  delay  on  my  part, 
and  the  Senate  can  proceed  very  rapidly 
if  we  can  agree  on  the  point  as  to  the 
true  cost  of  this  department.  If  we  agree 
on  the  overall  cost  as  I  have  outlined 
it  we  can  proceed.  If  I  am  in  error  all 
I  ask  anybody  to  do  is  to  show  me  where¬ 
in  the  figures  I  have  used  are  wrong. 

We  can  proceed  very  rapidly  once  we 
reach  an  agreement  as  to  the  costs. 
Surely  the  President  does  not  wish  to 
go  before  the  American  taxpayers  and 
voters  claiming  that  he  has  cut  the  cost 
of  Government  when  in  reality  he  has 
not  done  so. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  On  that  point  I 
completely  agree  .with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  We  are 
both  trying  to  help  the  President. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  We  are  both  trying  to  help  the 
President.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  for  that  remark.  It  is  some¬ 
times  easier  to  present  facts  to  the  able 
Senator  from  Delaware  than  to  get  him 
to  see  them  in  any  other  light  but  his 
own  light.  Therefore,  it  is  sometimes 
difficult,  in  my  experience  with  my  good 
friend  from  Delaware,  to  arrive  at  the 
same  conclusion  which  some  others 
would  arrive  at,  even  with  the  same  set 
of  facts.  However,  I  know  that  his  mo¬ 
tives  are  pure.  As  he  said,  he  is  biparti¬ 
san  and  wants  the  President  to  be  posi¬ 
tioned  in  the  right  light.  That  is  what 
we  desire,  too.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much.  Tomorrow  we  shall  go  forward 
with  the  amendments. 


RESEARCH  IN  tolLIZATION  OF 
AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
long  been  given  to  the  belielthat  Govern- 


17110 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  25 


R'ed  research  in  the  produc- 
keting  of  food  and  fiber  has 
lightily  to  our  present  sur- 
on.  I  think  no  one  would 
stion  the  role  of  research  in 
ie  technology  which  in  turn 
our  storage  bins  year  after 
ction  research  has  indeed 
given  the  American  farmer  knowledge  of 
new  crops,  newstechniques  and  processes, 
which,  combined  ^vith  our  political,  social 
and  economic  institutions,  has  made  him 
distressingly  successful. 

At  the  same  time,\o  one  would  seri¬ 
ously  propose  cutting  out  production  re¬ 
search  as  a  means  of  reducing  output. 
In  the  past  century  production  research 
has  built  into  the  agricultural  economy 
an  impetus  for  continued  progress  which 
we  must  have  if  we  are  to  sNy  in  the 
game. 

Two  words  in  a  most  basic  economic 
equation — production  and  consump¬ 
tion — are  involved  in  our  farm  probF 
In  agriculture  in  the  United  States, 
have  perhaps  dwelled  too  long  on  “pro¬ 
duction”  and  not  paid  sufficient  atten¬ 
tion  to  “consumption” — or  “utilization.” 
For  a  century  we  have  supported  produc¬ 
tion  research  and  we  have  done  a  good 
job.  Over  the  past  30  years,  as  surplus 
production  has  steadily  increased,  our 
attention  has  been  turned  gradually  to¬ 
ward  utilization  research.  I  submit  that 
in  the  latter  period  we  have  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  committed  ourselves  to  the  worth 
of  utilization  research  as  an  answer — 
or  a  partial  answer — to  our  farm 
problem. 

PRODUCTION  AND  UTILIZATION  RESEARCH 
COMPARED 

In  the  fiscal  year  just  ended,  the  cost 
to  the  Government  of  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  research  was  $60  million,  while 
utilization  research  and  development  to¬ 
taled  only  $24  million,  or  40  percent  of 
production  research  outlays.  In  fiscal 
1962  the  total  utilization  research  costs 
were  only  about  one-third  those  of  pro¬ 
duction  research.  In  the  1964  budget 
estimates,  $62  million  is  requested  for 
production  research,  and  $25  million  for 
utilization  research  and  development — 
again,  roughly  40  percent.  To  the  extent 
that  research  expenditures  produce  re-, 
suits,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  preser 
dimensions  of  the  farm  problem  dictate 
a  serious  consideration  of  increased  ap¬ 
propriations  to  support  research  in  in¬ 
dustrial  utilization  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  As  Senators  wqfl  know, 
this  is  no  new  position  for  me.  JL&st  year, 
along  with  the  senior  .Senatoiyfrom  Geor¬ 
gia  and  the  senior  Senatot/from  North 
Dakota,  I  supported  an  Amendment  to 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  which 
would  have  added  $25  million  to  increase 
activity  in  utilization/research,  including 
provision  for  construction  of  additional 
research  facilities 

Mr.  President^  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  four/ tables  dealing  with  pro¬ 
duction  an^a  utilization  research  and  de- 
velopmer 

Ther^ being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  frfllows  : 


Table  I. — Major  research  activities  by  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
[In  thousands] 


Table  II. — Research  in  crop  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  commodities ¥ 
1954-63 


Fiscal  year 
1962 

Fiscal  year 
1963 

C  ost  of  production  research _ 

$55,  324 

$60, 165 

Utilization  research  and  de- 

velopment _ 

18,  787 

24,406 

Nutritional  and  consumer  use 

research . . . . 

2,626 

2,737 

Contingency  fund . 

1,000 

1,000 

Foreign  currency  program _ 

6,265 

6,265 

Total . 

83,002 

93,573 

Source:  88th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  House.  Hearings  on 
Department  o t  Agriculture  Appropriations  for  1964 
(pt.  4).  Washington,  Mar.  26,  1963,  p.  2896. 


Fiscal  year 

Produc¬ 
tion  re¬ 
search  * 

Con¬ 
struc¬ 
tion  * 

Utiliza¬ 
tion  re¬ 
search  J 

06n- 
/Iruc- 
Xtion  3 

1954 . . 

$22,683 
26,303 
28,884 
35, 740 
39,000 
40,976 
43, 061 
60,345 
64,  524 
67, 376 

$8, 3/9 
9/177 
JS,  623 
>10,630 
/  13, 156 
'  16,066 
16, 188 
18, 188 
18,  787 
23,768 

1955  . 

$148 

360 
14,277 
2,000 
493, 
3, 16y 

7’i™ 

ifreo 

1956 . 

1957 _ 

$785 

105 

1958 . 

1959 

1960 . . 

1961  . 

1962 . . 

1963 _ 

1  op.  Clt.,  p.  289,  pt.  4 
1  Op.  cit.,  p.  2946,  pty 


Table  III.- — Basic  agricultural  commodities:  Gross  farm  iri/6me  {1962),  production  and 

utilization  research  {1963) 

[In  thousands] 


1962  gross 
farm 
income 

Research  i  expenditures,  fiscal  year 
/1963 

Production 
research, 
fiscal  year 
1963 

Utilization 
research, 
fiscal  year 
1963 

/ 

Federal  / 

Non- 
Federal 1 

Total 

OVn.. . . . . . 

$3, 923,000 

Ai,  424 

$767 

$5, 191 

$2, 821 

$2,064 

Cotton . . . . . 

2,  367,  000 

/ 10,  719 

972 

11,  691 

6, 345 

3,  914 

WheM. . . . . 

2,  206,000 

/  5,561 

258 

6,  819 

2,266 

'  2. 708 

Tobacco  . .  . 

1,218,000 

f  1,926 

344 

2,270 

1,  693 

271 

Riee..-\- . . 

323,000/ 

661 

61 

722 

411 

143 

Peanuts.^ . . . 

200,  M0 

960 

172 

1, 132 

529 

173 

Total\,_. .  . . — 

10,220(000 

24,  251 

2,  574 

26,  825 

14,065 

9,273 

1  Includes  USSbA  agencies  and  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  (Federal-grant  funds  provided  under  the 
Cooperative  State'Experimetit  Station  S^vlce). 

1  Mostly  State  funps. 


Source:  88th  Cong.,  Rd  sess.,  House/ 

Table  IV. — Research  expenditures  as  per¬ 
centage  of  gross  fawn yrncome  from  basic 
agricultural  commodifies 


Total're- 
seaccn  ex¬ 
penditures, 
fiscal  year 
1963  (per¬ 
cent  of 
gross  farm 
income) 

P^duction 
resweb  ex¬ 
penditures, 
fiscal  year 
1963  (per¬ 
cent  of  \ 
gross  farm' 
income) 

Utilization 
research  ex¬ 
penditures, 
fiscal  year 
1963  (per¬ 
cent  of 
gross  farm 
\jncome) 

Corn.-.-jA...... 

0. 13 

0.07 

\  0.05 

Cotton  _,a . 

.50 

.27 

\  •  I7 

Wheat/T. _ 

.26 

.  10 

V12 

Toba/6o . 

•1R 

.  14 

Rig/.- . . 

.22 

.  13 

.  04. 

Porfnuts . 

.57 

.26 

.09 

/  Total . 

.26 

.14 

.09 

Source:  Computed  from  table  III,  above. 


SURVEY  OF  UTILIZATION  RESEARCH 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mi’.  President,  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  is  a  relatively  recent  de¬ 
velopment,  although  it  may  be  said  to 
have  had  its  beginnings  with  the  found- 

Table  V. — Construction  of  regional  labo, 


Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriations,  1964  (pt.  4),  pp.  2904  and  2917  . 

ing  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  a 
century  ago.  However,  its  current  em¬ 
phasis  on  the  search  for  industrial  uses 
for  farm  commodities  goes  back  only  a 
quarter  of  a  century. 

In  1935  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Act 
set  up  a  laboratory  at  Urbana,  HI.  to  do 
research  in  the  industrial  utilization  of 
soybeans.  Then,  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938  provided  for  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  four  regional  utilization 
research  laboratories  to  find  new  outlets 
and  wider  markets  for  farm  products. 
They  were  charged  with  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  for  carrying  on  research  in  the  use  of 
arm  commodities — especially  new  “sci- 
tific,  chemical,  and  technical  uses.” 
r.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sen  t\to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  table  on  the  construction  of 
regionaklaboratories. 

There  Ageing  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


t lories 


Laboratory 


Wyndmoor,  Pa._ 
New  Orleans,  La. 

Albany,  Calif _ 

Peoria,  Ill _ 

Total . 


Buildings  \ 

V.  Initial 
equipment 
purchases 

Orginal 
cost  1 

Cost  of 
additions 
and  im¬ 
provements 

$1,488,000 
1,498,000 
1,363,000 
1,  607,  000 

$516, 000 
853,000 
586, 000 
684,000 

$995,000 

1, 600, 00\ 
998, 000 ' 
1,096,000 

5, 956, 000 

2, 639, 000 

4, 689, 000 

Total  cost  i 


$2, 999, 000 
3, 951, 000 
2, 947, 000 
3,  387, 000 


3, 284, 000 


1  Since  1939  the  building  cost  Index  has  increased  an  estimated  438  percent.  On  this  basis,  the  present  replartunent 
cost  of  the  orginal  buildings  would  be  in  excess  of  $26  million.  The  total  investment,  including  addit  ions,  improve¬ 
ments,  and  initial  equipment  purchases,  would  be  in  excess  of  $58  million,  not  including  the  value  of  the  land. 
Source:  88th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  House.  Department  of  Agriculture  Appropriations  1964.  (pt.  4),  p.  2945. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Hart  urged 
eview  of  trade  policy  with ^Communist  countries.  SerK  McGovern  favored  sale  of 
V.S.  agricultural  commodities  to  Soviet  bloc.  Sen.  Mun^t  urged  President  to  call 
conference  of  free  nations  to  formulate  policy  on  foreignvtrade  with  Soviet  bloc. 
Sen.  Humphrey  urged  USD/  to  make  edible  oils  available  for\charitable  donations 
abroad.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  Labor-HEU  appropriation  bill. 
Rep.  Laird  opposed  g/ain  trade  with  Russia  at  this  time.  Rep\  Saylor  criticized 
record  of  REA  Deputy  Administrator  Dell. 

SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  Continued  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R. 
6754  (pp.  17289-90,  17296,  17298-323,  17325-9,  17331-4,  17337-40).  Agreed  to 
the  committee  amendments  en  bloc  (pp.  17302-4).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by 
Sen.  Aiken  to  increase  from  $1,200,000  to  $2,200,000  the  appropriation  for 
resource  conservation  and  development  for  cooperation  with  States  and  local 
governments  in  developing  plans  for  land  conservation  and  land  use  (p.  17333). 
Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Ribicoff  to  increase  from  $66,821,500  to 
$67,071,500  the  appropriation  for  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control 
which  he  stated  would  make  available  $250,000  for  the  protection  of  people, 
fish,  wildlife,  and  crops  in  connection  with  the  use  of  pesticides  (pp.  17333- 
4).  By  a  vote  of  16  to  57,  rejected  a  motion  by  Sen.  Lausche  to  suspend  the 
rules  in  order  to  amend  the  REA  Act  to  increase  the  interest  rate  on  REA  loans 


-  2  - 


2. 


from  2  to  3  percent  (17314-23).  By  a  vote  of  46  to  22,  agreed  to  a  motion  by 
Sen.  Humphrey  to  table  an  amendment  by' Sen.  Javits  which  wquld  have  provided 
that  no  part  of  the  funds  for  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  could  be  used 
in  any  State  in  which  the  participants  in,  or  beneficiaries  of,  such  loans  are 
segregated  (pp.  17325-32).  Agreed  to  a  unanimous-consent  agreement  by  Sen. 
Humphrey  providing  that  on  Mon.  further  debate  on  the  bill  will  be  limited  to 
3  hours  on  the  Mundt  amendment  to  extend  expiring  conservation  reserve  con¬ 
tracts,  and  to  30  minutes  on  the  question  of  final  passage  of  the  bill  (pp. 
17332-3).  Sen.  Clark  defended  a  REA  loan  to  a  coop  in  Pa.  for  the  construction 
of  a  ski  lift  and  inserted  a  letter  from  REA  Administrator  Clapp  explaining 
the  statutory  basis  for  the  loan  (pp.  17337-8). 


FOREIGN  TRADE  &en.  Hart  stated  "That  something  is  wron^Sith  our  trade  policy 
toward  Communist  \puntries  is  indicated  dramatically  b/Canada's  recent  sale 
of  wheat  to  the  Soviet  Union,"  and  expressed  hope  thatr  "a  broad  reexamination 
of  our  policy  will  be  carried  out,  and  at  the  highest  level."  pp.  17257-8 
Sen.  McGovern  stated  that  "In  effect,  the  Ameri/m  farmers  and  the  American 
taxpayers  are  being  mad^  the  goats  of  an  impractical  restriction  on  exports," 
expressed  hope  that  the  S.  "will  accept  any  treasonable  offer  from  the  Sovid^ 
bloc  to  purchase  our  agricultural  commodities/  and  inserted  a  statement  of 


the  Board  of  Directors,  Great  Plains  Wheat,  /he.,  urging  a  reexamination  of 
U.S.  export  policies  on  wheal\  pp.  17272-: 

Sen.  Mundt  stated  that  the  Ww  S.,  alonp,  cannot  conduct  an  effective  block¬ 
ade  of  the  Communist  world  and  u^ged  th/President  to  call  an  early  conference 
of  all  the  countries  of  the  free  world /hich  are  engaged  in  major  exportation 
of  either  agricultural  or  industriax/riaterials  to  "formulate  a  workable,  con¬ 
sistent  pattern  of  trade  with  Commu/Set-bloc  countries."  Sen.  Proxmire  com¬ 
mended  Sen.  Mundt' s  statement  and/eque^sted  a  statement  from  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  effects  of  the  RussLfin- Canadian  wheat  deal  on  the  economic  position 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  pp.  1732/31 


3.  FATS  AND  OILS;  FOREIGN  AID.  /Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  this  Department  for  not 


using  its  authority  to  purchase  soybean  oil  aind  other  edible  oils  for  donation 
to  nonprofit  voluntary  agencies  for  use  abroad,Vmd  stated  that  a  memorandum 
from  the  Director  of  Fa/Sd  Distribution  in  the  AgnU:ultural  Marketing  Service 
"in  effect,  denies  tt/ voluntary  agencies  oils  and^ats.  They  must  take 
butter,  butter  oil,/r  ghee."  pp.  17340-2 


4.  ELECTRIFICATION,  /en.  Gruening  commended  the  statement  \f  the  President  re¬ 
commending  earl/ authorization  for  construction  of  the  Rampart  Dam,  Alaska, 
and  inserted  bne  agenda  for  the  meeting  of  officers  of  th^American  Public 
Power  Assoc ,/tnd  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Asaoc.  with  the 
President  and  Secretaries  Freeman  and  Udall  to  review  progress  in  the  field 
of  natur/ resource  development,  pp.  17276-82 

Sen.yHiller  inserted  and  criticized  an  article  stating  that  dHxing  the 
Presid/it's  trip  to  the  Western  States  he  has  attacked  the  electric  power 
policies  of  the  Eisenhower  administration  and  praised  Secretary  FreWnan  for 
having  dispelled  "the  cloud  of  political  control  which  had  hung  over\he  loan 
authority  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration."  pp.  17258-9 


/ATER  POLLUTION.  Sen.  McNamara  commended  the  documentary  film  of  the  Senal 
Public  Works  Committee  on  water  pollution,  "Troubled  Waters,"  and  expresoe< 
hope  the  film  will  have  wide  usage  throughout  the  country,  p,  17285 
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talk — It  neglected  implementation.  After 
we  became  involved  in  hostilities  in  Korea, 
ve  went  through  experiences  almost  identical 
ith  those  of  World  War  II — only  then  did 
realistic  stockpiling  begin. 

jen  I  became  President  I  was  deter- 
mlneCL  that  we  benefit  from  these  mistakes 
of  priok  years.  It  was  from  this  conviction 
that  m^Jong-term  stockpile  policy  evolved. 
Happily,  Congress  supported  this  effort  and, 
after  considering  the  programs  we  presented, 
it  appropriate!  the  yearly  funds  needed  to 
make  the  pu^hases.  In  1958  constant  re¬ 
study  changedNour  stockpile  objectives  to 
those  necessary  fbu-  a  war  of  3  years’  rather 
than  5  years’  duratron. 

As  a  result  today  \f  this  entire  enterprise 
we  have,  for  the  firAk  time  in  our  history, 
stockpiles  of  strategic  td  critical  materials. 

The  Nation’s  investment  in  these  stock¬ 
piles  is  comparable  to  thNnvestment  made 
in  any  insurance  policy.  Bt  an  emergency 
does  not  arise,  there  are  alw^s  those  who 
can  consider  the  investment  N  waste.  If 
however,  the  investment  had  no^peen  made 
and  the  emergency  did  arise,  thes^same  per¬ 
sons  would  bemoan,  and  properlNso,  the 
lack  of  foresight  on  the  part  of  those  Charged 
with  the  security  of  the  United  Statte.  I 
firmly  rejected  the  policy  of  too-little,  iso¬ 
late  stockpiling.  As  a  result  when  my 
ministration  left  office  in  1961,  the  Nation 
was  strongly  situated  in  this  regard  to  deal' 
with  the  forces  of  international  communism. 

Like  all  other  defense  activities,  the  poli¬ 
cies  underlining  the  acquisition  of  strategic 
and  critical  materials  should  be  reviewed 
from  time  to  time  in  order  to  keep  them  at¬ 
tuned  to  changed  conditions.  I  hope,  how¬ 
ever,  that  Members  of  Congress  will  keep  in 
mind  that  these  materials  are  assets — not 
liabilities — also,  that  these  Members  will  not 
permit  anyone  to  dispose  of  any  quantities 
of  any  of  them  until  they  have  assured  them¬ 
selves,  after  listening  to  competent  testi¬ 
mony,  that  this  disposal  can  proceed  without 
injury  to  the  national  security.  The  Con¬ 
gress  should  never  relinquish  its  right  to  pass 
on  executive  branch  proposals  to  sell  ma¬ 
terials  in  the  stockpiles.  Too  much  is  at 
stake. 

A  final  observation  based  on  experience  in 
public  life  is  that  while  in  such  matters 
hindsight  is  often  desirable  and  even  en¬ 
joyable,  foresight  is  always  a  necessity. 

Sincerely, 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
also  note  that  at  the  time  when  I  issued^ 
the  release  yesterday,  I  delivered  a  coi 
to  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
mington],  the  chairman  of  our  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

In  addition,  Mr.  President,  I  asO  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  there  be  printed  in 
the  Record  a  statement  which^r.  Arthur 
S.  Flemming,  who  was  Diyfctor  of  the 
Office  of  Defense  Mobilisation  in  the 
years  1953  to  1957,  todajjH’eleased  to  the 
press. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  Jlo  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  folloWT 

Statement  by  ^htir  S.  Flemming,  Di¬ 
rector,  OFFicgr  of  Defense  Mobilization, 

1953-57 

Senator  Cl^ford  Case,  of  New  Jersey,  sev¬ 
eral  weeks  i^go  proposed  that  persons  men¬ 
tioned  ir^i  draft  report  of  the  Stockpile 
Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Armed  Forces 
Comminee  should  be  accorded  the  privilege 
of  cynmenting  on  the  report  before  final 
actum  by  the  Subcommittee.  I  note  that 
tips  suggestion  has  been  rejected  by  the 
{airman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Under  the  circumstances,  therefore,  I  have 
decided  to  make  public  my  own  views  on 
certain  issues  which  were  raised  by  the  sub¬ 
committee  during  the  course  of  its  hearings. 


I.  The  issue  of  secrecy:  Throughout  the 
hearings,  the  chairman  and  the  members  of 
his  staff  stressed  the  fact  that  stockpile  ob¬ 
jectives  and  the  status  of  the  stockpile  were 
classified.  They  implied  that  this  made  it 
impossible  for  the  Congress  to  know  what 
was  going  on. 

Such  a  conclusion  ignores  the  fact  that 
the  money  for  stockpile  purchases  was  ap¬ 
propriated  annually  by  the  Congress.  The 
Appropriations  Committees  of  both  Houses 
had  access  to  any  information  the  members 
desired. 

It  also  overlooks  the  major  role  played  by 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production 
under  the  chairmanship  of  such  distin¬ 
guished  Members  of  Congress  as  the  late 
Congressman  Paul  Brown,  former  Senator 
Homer  E.  Capehart,  and  Senator  A.  Willis 
Robertson,  and  assisted  by  an  exceptionally 
competent  staff.  The  joint  committee  held 
many  sessions,  some  in  executive  session,  on 
all  of  the  issues  discussed  by  the  Stockpile 
Subcommittee  in  its  hearings.  The  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  staff  of  the  Joint  Committee  had 
access  to  any  staff  members  in  the  executive 
branch  they  desired  to  interview  and  to  any 
information  including  all  classified  informa¬ 
tion,  available  in  the  executive  branch. 

The  State  and  House  Armed  Services  Com, 
mittees  likewise  had  access  to  all  informa 
tion,  both  classified  and  unclassified,  barr¬ 
ing  on  the  stockpile  during  the  yeaje  in 
'  juestion. 

J.  The  role  of  the  Joint  Congressional 
Committee  on  Defense  Production^  As  the 
hearings  of  the  Stockpile  Subcommittee 
progressed,  it  was  difficult  for  ira  to  under¬ 
stand  vidiy  the  conscientious  ^md  effective 
work  ofNfhe  Joint  Committee  on  Defense 
Productions  in  this  area  Was  virtually  ig¬ 
nored.  ThiSk  Joint  Comnurctee  made  annual 
reports  in  waich  all  of  Jsne  major  issues  in 
which  the  Stockpile  QBrnmittee  showed  an 
interest  were  otecusaed.  The  members  of 
the  Joint  Commute  did  not  always  agree 
with  the  actionsJ\aken  by  the  executive 
branch.  Their  vjewi^were  always  respected, 
however,  and  UmuencW  subsequent  action. 
This  respect  arew  out  oV  the  recognition  by 
the  executive  branch  thM  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  waar functioning  as^a  truly  effective 
“watch  d^g”  committee. 

3.  TT^r question  of  surpluseV  Great  stress 
was  placed  on  the  alleged  surprises  in  the 
Nation’s  stockpiles.  When  the  present  ad- 
mijnstration  took  office,  it  began\a  review 
oir  stockpile  objectives,  a  review  which  is 

till  in  process.  It  has  made  public  iris  find¬ 
ings  on  certain  materials  based  on  the  \^eds 
of  conventional  warfare.  Even  in  these\in- 
stances,  it  has  stated  that  it  has  not  yet 
determined  what  impact  nuclear  warfare  ana 
the  rehabilitation  of  the  economy  following’ 
nuclear  warfare  would  have  on  these  objec¬ 
tives.  How  is  it  possible  for  anyone  to  iden¬ 
tify  accurately  the  existence  or  nonexistence 
of  surpluses  until  the  present  administration 
has  completed  the  job  of  fixing  new  objec¬ 
tives? 

4.  The  preservation  of  the  mobilization 
base:  Questions  were  raised  at  the  hearings 
relative  to  decisions  which  were  designed  to 
protect  and  strengthen  the  Nation’s  mobili¬ 
zation  base.  These  actions  were  taken  in 
accordance  with  the  declaration  of  policy 
included  by  the  Congress  in  the  Stockpiling 
Act;  namely,  “to  encourage  the  conservation 
and  development  of  sources”  of  strategic  and 
critical  materials  and  in  accordance  with  the 
objective  of  the  Defense  Production  Act  of 
1950;  namely,  to  bring  about  “the  expansion 
of  production  capacity  and  supply  beyond  the 
levels  needed  to  meet  the  civilian  demand.” 
Obviously,  such  expansion  where  needed  to 
assure  the  national  security,  cannot  help 
but  also  benefit  some  segment  of  business 
and  industry.  But  our  domestic  business 
and  industry  is  our  essential  mobilization 
base. 

The  lead  and  zinc  industry,  for  example, 
was  and  is  an  important  part  of  this  base.  I 
believe  that  President  Eisenhower  was  on 


sound  ground  from  a  national  security  pomt 
of  view  when  he  directed  me  to  put  i nyf  sf- 
fect  policies  which  would  help  preserpC  the 
then  existing  mobilization  base  in  l|ftd  and 
zinc.  If  the  Government,  at  any  time,  fails 
to  take  the  actions  necessary  to  preserve  and 
strengthen  our  mobilization  b<yre,  it  would 
certainly  be  guilty  of  weakening our  national 
security  position.  This  is  Why,  I  am  sure, 
that,  according  to  a  New  ]^6rk  Times  story 
of  November  20,  1962,  tfre  present  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  decided  to  purchase  $200 
million  of  uranium  or^n  the  latter  part  of 
this  decade  even  though,  according  to  the 
New  York  Times  story,  it  is  already  com¬ 
mitted  to  buy  mwt  uranium  than  it  prob¬ 
ably  could  use  this  decade  either  for 
atomic  weapon^  or  civilian  atomic  power. 
The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  desires,  and 
properly  so,  to  maintain  the  uranium  mining 
industry  aara  part  of  our  mobilization  base. 

5.  Deftjral  of  stockpile  purchases:  The 
Stockpiting  Act  states  that  “purchases  were 
to  be  nmde  so  far  as  is  practicable  from  sup- 
plies^f  materials  in  excess  of  the  current 
incJ^Tstrial  demand.”  In  conformity  with  this 
idate,  I  did  from  time  to  time  defer  de- 
'eries  for  example,  of  copper  and  nickel, 
'to  the  stockpile,  I  did  it  at  times  when,  as 
a  reading  of  the  annual  reports  of  the  Joint 
Congressional  Committee  on  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  will  show,  the  industrial  demand — in¬ 
cluding  defense  production  needs — was  far 
in  excess  of  available  supplies.  At  the  hear¬ 
ings  I  was  asked  why  I  did  not  accept  de¬ 
liveries  and  then  resell  the  material  at  the 
market  price.  I  decided  against  making  the 
Government  a  speculator  in  the  metal  mar¬ 
kets  of  the  Nation. 

Prior  to  the  outbreak  of  hostilities  in 
Korea,  this  Nation  had  done  virtually  noth¬ 
ing  to  build  stockpiles  of  strategic  and  crit¬ 
ical  materials.  As  a  result,  our  ability  to 
achieve  military  objectives  in  both  World 
War  II  and  the  Korean  War  was  impaired. 
When  President  Eisenhower  made  me  respon¬ 
sible  for  this  program,  he  stressed  his  desire 
to  make  sure  that  our  Nation  be  prepared 
at  last  in  this  area.  From  the  outset,  he  was 
determined,  so  far  as  he  was  able,  not  to 
allow  our  Nation  to  be  caught  short  again 
in  this  crucial  area. 

I  am  glad  that  when  the  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration  left  office  our  Nation  finally 
did  have  substantial  stockpiles  of  strategic 
and  critical  materials.  In  addition,  it  had 
the  strongest  mobilization  base  in  our  his¬ 
tory. 

Our  strategic  and  critical  materials  re¬ 
sources  should  not  be  dissipated  until  deter¬ 
minations  have  been  made,  by  competent 
authorities,  as  to  what  our  present  objectives 
should  be.  This  has  not  yet  been  done. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ither  there  is  no  further  morning  busi¬ 
ng 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ken- 
kedyV  the  chair).  Is  there  further 
morninkbusiness?  If  not,  morning  busi¬ 
ness  is  closed. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  unfinished  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  un¬ 
finished  business  is  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  but,  under  the  rules,  it 
will  not  come  before  the  Senate  until 
2  o’clock. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  move  that  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill,  H.R.  6754, 
be  laid  before  the  Senate  as  the  pending 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 
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The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
6754)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  resumed  consideration  of  the  bill. 


FOLK  SINGER 
.President,  it  will 


MINE  ENEMY- 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mi 
come  as  a  shock  to  maW  Senators,  but 
according  to  a  resolution,  of  a  certain 
Los  Angeles  civic  organization  the  Com¬ 
munists  have  developed  aVew  secret 
weapon  to  ensnare  and  capturte  youthful 
minds  in  America — folk  music. 

No  one  who  serves  in  Congress,  could 
reasonably  entertain  any  illusions,  no 
matter  what  might  be  the  thrust  ofNSo- 
viet  policy  at  any  given  time,  about  al 
possible  letup  in  the  intensity  and  eari 
nestness  of  the  Soviet  pursuit  toward  its ' 
ultimate  goal  of  world  domination.  Nor, 
based  on  our  experiences  with  and 
knowledge  of  Soviet  tactics,  can  one  ever 
safely  underestimate  the  capacity  of 
communism  for  devising  and  employing 
whatever  techniques  are  necessary  to 
accomplish  its  long-range  ends,  from 
outright  military  takeover  and  occupa¬ 
tion  and  the  violent  coup  d’etat,  to  espio¬ 
nage,  sabotage,  subversion,  propaganda, 
economic  warfare,  and  perversion  of  the 
political  and  social  processes  of  free  so¬ 
cieties  to  its  own  evil  purposes.  Never¬ 
theless,  I  am  stunned  by  the  revelation 
that  folk  music  is  part  of  the  Communist 
arsenal  of  weapons. 

The  resolution  adopted  by  this  organi¬ 
zation,  called  the  Fire  and  Police  Re¬ 
search  Association  of  Los  Angeles,  Inc., 
describes  folk  music  as — and  I  quote 
from  the  resolution — “an  unidentified 
tool  of  Communist  psychological  or 
cybernetic  warfare.” 

For  the  benefit  of  any  Senators  who 
may  not  be  fully  familiar  with  the  term 
“Cybernetics,”  I  looked  it  up  in  the  dic¬ 
tionary,  and  it  means  “a  comparative 
study  of  the  control  system  formed  by 
the  nervous  system  and  brain  and  me- 
chano-electrical  communication  systems, 
such  as  computing  machines.” 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  te: 
of  the  resolution  be  printed  in  the  R96- 
ord  following  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr^KEN- 
nedy  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Prp§ident,  this 
amazing  document  maintains  that  “the 
dialectics  of  the  Communist  movement 
have  successfully  used,/nd  are  now  us¬ 
ing  all  modes  and  media  of  communica¬ 
tion  with  young  people,  including  the 
subtleties  and  the  Verbal'  subterfuges  of 
applied  dialectic/  in  both  poems  and 
songs”  and  that  “it  is  becoming  more 
and  more  evident  that  certain  of  the 
'Hootenannies’  *  *  *  in  this  country  and 
in  Europe  have  been  used  to  brainwash 
and  subvert” — and  now,  listen  to  this — 
“in  a  seemingly  innocuous  but  actually 
covert /and  deceptive  manner,  vast  seg¬ 
ment/  of  young  people’s  groups.”  It 
closes  with  a  fervent  plea  for  a  con¬ 
gressional  investigation  of  this  “uniden¬ 


tified  tool  of  Communist  psychological 
and  cybernetic  warfare”  which  is  being 
used  “to  ensnare  and  capture  youthful 
minds  in  the  United  States  as  it  has  so 
successfully  and  effectively  captivated 
them  abroad.” 

I  had  always  had  the  impression  that 
if  anything  was  thoroughly  American  in 
spirit,  it  was  American  folk  music,  To 
be  sure,  I  was  perfectly  aware  of  certain 
un-American  influences  in  it,  like  Elizi- 
bethan  balladry,  English  Protestant 
hymns  and  spirituals,  and,  with  respect 
to  jazz  and  in  some  cases  the  Negro  spir¬ 
itual,  native  African  rhythms.  But  in 
my  naivete  I  had  never  considered  these 
un-American  influences  to  be  of  a  sin¬ 
ister  nature  and  simply  passed  them  off 
as  part  and  parcel  of  the  melting-pot 
tradition  which  has  contributed  so  much 
in  the  way  of  variety  and  interest  to  the 
American  cultural  heritage. 

In  the  light  of  this  resolution,  however, 

I  have  given  this  subject  renewed  at¬ 
tention.  Have  we  ever  considered,  for 
^example,  that  the  music  of  our  national 
mthem,  the  Star-Spangled  Banner,  is 
based  upon  an  English  folk  melody — a 
drinking  song,  no  less — “To  Anacreon  in 
HeaNh”? 

Of  course,  I  realize  that  folk  mus 
tradition,  is  grounded  in  movements/ of 
political,  economic,  and  social  unres/and 
I  did  not  expect  to  find  in  music/which 
originated  among  sharecroppers/miners, 
union  organizes,  factory  workers,  cow¬ 
boys,  hill  folk,  \Njiderers,  an/ oppressed 
Negroes — a  patterW  of  tribute  and  praise 
to  such  symbols  of  orthodoxy  as  the  gold 
standard,  the  oil  dkpladon  allowance, 
and  the  standing  rule^6f  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate. 

I  knew  that  in  re/ewihk  the  evidence 
I  would  be  in  for  ar  share  ok.  lyrical  pro¬ 
test  against  wa/  depression^  economic 
exploitation,  the  plight  of  the  Etegro,  the 
farmer,  the  worker,  the  railroaded  con¬ 
vict,  and,  generally,  the  poor  andNlown- 
trodden.  T  knew  I  would  also  come 
across  music,  as  I  actually  did,  dedicated 
to  Rohm  Hood  folk  heroes  like  JesS 
James/ Pretty  Boy  Floyd,  and  Billy  the! 
Kid/  And  so  I  made  allowances  for  the 
baaic  cultural  factors  operative  in  the 
Mk  music  field.  No  one  could  possibly 
imagine  the  members  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  General  Motors  sitting 
around  a  conference  table  composing 
ditties  in  honor  of  defense  contracts, 
while  it  is  not  surprising  that  coal  miners 
should  have  come  up  with  a  protest  song, 
“Sixteen  Tons,”  crying  “Saint  Peter, 
don’t  call  me,  ’cause  I  can’t  go;  I  owe 
my  soul  to  the  company  store.” 

I  might  interject  at  this  point  that 
the  reason  I  recite  rather  than  sing  these 
words  is  that  I  know  I  would  be  breaking 
the  Senate’s  rules  if  I  did  anything  to 
provoke  a  Senate  “hootenanny.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  examined 
the  rules  of  the  Senate,  knowing  of  the 
Senator’s  speech.  I  do  not  recall  seeing 
anything  in  the  rules  which  would  pro¬ 
hibit  the  Senator  from  singing,  except 
his  own  good  judgment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Are  there  any  other 
reasons? 

Mr.  KEATING.  My  voice  is  not  of  the 
best.  Some  of  the  citations  bearing  out 


this  thesis  are  better  sung  than  said. 
There  is  in  the  gallery  an  old  friend  andy 
associate  of  my  office  who  could  sir 
them.  But  I  think  it  best  that  I  do  i*6t 
sing  them. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Particularlyyfrith- 
out  musical  accompaniment. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  would  not  b§  able  to 
do  that,  anyway.  If  I  used  af  guitar,  I 
would  have  to  use  a  left-harfded  guitar. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  y/ not  do  any¬ 
thing  “left”  here. 

Mr.  KEATING.  No;/fet  us  do  every¬ 
thing  right. 

But  when  I  began/o  look  into  the  folk 
music  business,  I/began  to  find  that 
where  there  is  /moke,  there  is  fire — 
which  perhaps  ^plains  how  the  Fire  and 
Police  Research  Association  gets  into  the 
act,  too. 

The  firs/significant  discovery  I  made 
was  that/rom  this  Nation’s  very  begin¬ 
nings  folk  music  had  indeed  been  used, 
“in  a  Seemingly  innocuous  but  actually 
cove/  and  deceptive  manner,  to  incite 
violations  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
Cates.”  Why,  even  “Yankee  Doodle” 
las  fallen  victim  to  misuse  in  this  fash¬ 
ion,  as  it  did  during  President  Jefferson’s 
embargo  of  1808  imposed  to  prevent  our 
embroilment  in  the  Napoleonic  wars. 
Just  listen  to  this  plea  to  run  the 
embargo : 

Attention  pay  ye  bonny  lads 
And  listen  to  my  Fargo 

About  a  nation  deuced  thing 
Which  people  call  Embargo 

Yankee  doodle,  keep  it  up 
Yankee  doodle,  dandy 

We’ll  soak  our  hide  in  home-made  rum 
If  we  can’t  get  French  brandy 

I’ve  got  a  vessel  at  the  wharf 
Well  loaded  with  a  cargo 

And  want  a  few  more  hands  to  help 
And  clear  the  cursed  Embargo 

Yankee  doodle,  keep  it  up 
Yankee  doodle,  dandy 

We’ll  soak  our  hide  in  home-made  rum 
If  we  can’t  get  French  brandy 

Now  it  seems  perfectly  obvious  to  me 
that  if  people  went  around  singing  this 
today,  we  would  be  in  a  pretty  fix  with 
lr  shipping  ban  against  Castro.  Be¬ 
fore  we  knew  it,  we  would  have  rum¬ 
running  out  of  Cuba  in  American  bot¬ 
toms/' 

Whil\we  are  on  the  subject  of  the 
whisky  niade,  this  is  another  area  for 
grave  concern.  Apparently,  some  of  our 
folk  music  URkes  a  pretty  cavalier  atti¬ 
tude  toward  the  enforcement  of  our  In¬ 
ternal  Revenues  laws  and  could  easily 
brainwash  our  yWmg  people  into  total 
disrespect  for  all  law  and  order.  The 
song,  “Darlin’  Cory.N^s  a  prime  example 
of  this: 

Wake  up,  wake  up,  darnin’  Cory 
What  makes  you  sleepNgo  sound? 

The  revenue  officers  a-cor 

Gonna  tear  your  still  hou>e  down 

Or,  for  another  example,  theVow  very 
popular,  “Copper  Kettle,”  which  contains 
the  lines: 

My  daddy  he  made  whisky 
My  granddaddy  did,  too 
We  ain’t  paid  no  whisky  tax 
Since  1792. 

If  enough  people  went  around  sing¬ 
ing  this  at  hootenannies,  Americans 
might  soon  get  the  idea  that  they  don’t 
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think  it  is  a  good  bill.  The  conferees  of 
the  House  and  the  Senate  unanimously 
□proved  the  bill  that  the  chairman, 
tn4  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
has\now  presented  to  the  Senate.  I 
hope\he  Senate  will  adopt  it  as  quickly 
as  possible,  because  the  bill  applies  to 
October  >1  of  this  year,  and  we  should 
permit  thkPresident  to  have  the  bill  in 
his  hands  a&goon  as  possible.  It  must  go 
to  the  Housa.  after  it  is  considered  in 
the  Senate.  IShope  the  conference  re¬ 
port  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  >{Jr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I^eld. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  cranmend  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Georgia  anck  Massachusetts 
and  other  Senators  who  handled  the  bill. 
They  have  done  a  good  joh 

Directing  my  question  to  the  question 
of  the  group  that  are  permitted  to  re¬ 
compute,  under  the  bill,  according  to  the 
standards  of  pay  in  the  1958  act  ated  this 
year’s,  I  heartily  agree  with  that  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  bill,  and  am  glad  it  is  written 
into  a  comprehensive  bill. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  Presidenf 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  Senator 
from  Mississippi  deserves  a  great  deal  of 
credit  for  his  perfectly  clear  position  on 
this  very  difficult  matter  over  the  past  few 
years.  He  agreed,  as  I  did,  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee,  that  we  should 
take  care  of  this  question  as  soon  as  we 
could,  and  we  have  done  it  now.  I  com¬ 
mend  him  for  his  efforts. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
As  a  result  of  the  law  enacted  in  1958, 
there  developed  a  situation  for  a  small 
group  that  was  somewhat  unfair  to  them, 
but  we  still  took  the  position  that  it 
should  be  corrected  in  a  comprehensive 
bill,  and  that  a  permanent  system  should 
be  adopted  at  the  same  time,  for  which 
this  bill  provides. 

I  highly  commend  the  Senator.  I  am 
glad  to  see  this  matter  settled  on  a  sound 
basis.  I  heartily  support  and  approve 
the  bill.  I  wanted  to  make  this  state¬ 
ment  because,  unfortunately,  I  was  not, 
able  to  be  present  when  the  bill  wap 
passed. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senior 
from  Mississippi.  The  distinguished 
Senator  has  a  long  record  of  activity  and 
beneficial  interest  in  the  matter  of  pay 
for  military  personnel,  and  I  Appreciate 
his  contribution  today. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  Resident,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yie^Q  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN/  I  commend  the 
able  Senator  fronr  Georgia  and  other 
members  of  the/^rmed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  for  arriymg  at  what  I  think  is  a 
fair  solution  sn  the  problem.  I  used  to 
know  a  great  deal  more  about  this  sub¬ 
ject  than  ydo  now.  When  I  was  in  the 
House  of/Representatives,  I  was  on  the 
Military  Affairs  Committee  and  was 
chaircrtan  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Pay 
ancLAllowances.  I  handled  the  pay  bill 
in /942,  which  was  the  first  pay  bill  before 
\e  Congress  in  a  long  time.  The  ques¬ 
tion  of  retirement  pay,  as  well  as  other 


related  questions,  has  always  been  a  per¬ 
plexing  problem.  I  think  a  very  fine 
solution  has  been  arrived  at  in  the  con¬ 
ference.  I  am  very  glad  to  see  it. 

I  was  unable  to  be  present  on  the  day 
the  bill  itself  was  voted  on.  I  favored 
the  bill.  I  am  very  glad  to  see  the  con¬ 
ferees  come  to  this  solution. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  highly  gratified 
that  this  bill  is  now  approaching  a  suc¬ 
cessful  legislative  journey  to  the  White 
House  for  signature.  When  the  Presi¬ 
dent  signs  the  bill,  I  hope  the  bill  will 
not  go  completely  into  oblivion  in  the 
press,  as  have  former  efforts  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

When  Congress  met  in  January,  the 
press  published  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendations  to  Congress.  Included 
among  them  was  a  bill  to  authorize  pro¬ 
curement  for  the  military  services.  Con¬ 
gress  enacted  the  bill.  The  President 
signed  it.  Appropriations  have  been 
made  thereunder  under  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  law.  But  I  have  never  seen  the  firsts 
mention  of  that  bill  after  it  was  take 
off  the  list  of  the  President’s  legislative 
squests  and  was  enacted.  Congresslnas 
nht  received  any  notice  or  recognitj/n  for 
thetenactment  of  the  bill. 

TKfe  bill  to  extend  the  selective  service 
law  was  in  the  same  categoitf.  It  was 
for  a  long  time  on  the  lisfrof  requests 
to  Congress  for  legislation.  It  was 
passed.  The  President  yflgned  it.  But 
when  the  actem  of  thur  Congress  is  be¬ 
labored,  thereStfj  never  any  reference  to 
the  fact  that  it\ya§^>assed  and  has  be¬ 
come  law. 

Up  to  this  da/^tfie  military  pay  bill 
has  been  dutifjllly  set  forth  among  the 
recommendations  of  the  President  which 
have  not  baen  considered  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  stating  that  Congress  had  been 
derelict, yor  at  least  slothful,  in  not  en¬ 
acting /lie  bill.  I  hope  when  the  bill 
is  finsflly  signed,  it  will  not  goSinto  com¬ 
plete  oblivion  as  did  bills  whftjh  for  a 
lojig  time  were  a  part  of  the  President’s 
•ogram  but  did  not  receive  anyNmen- 
;ion  when  they  were  enacted  and  signed 
by  the  President.  I  hope  this  action  wall 
receive  recognition  as  at  least  a  minur 
contribution  of  the  Congress  to  the  en-''1 
•actment  of  the  President’s  legislative 
program. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  action  on 
the  conference  repoi-t? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  vote  is  taken  I  wish  to  say,  repre¬ 
senting  in  part  the  State  that  probably 
has  as  large  a  proportion  of  retirees, 
both  commissioned  personnel  and  en¬ 
listed  personnel  of  the  armed  services, 
as  any  other  State,  I  believe  that  the 
interests  of  the  persons  who  have  served 
in  the  aimed  services  are  in  most  ex¬ 
cellent  hands,  indeed,  in  the  personnel 
of  the  Armed  Sendees  Committee,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  respect  to  the  chairman 
of  that  committee  and  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member,  one  a  veteran  of  the 
Navy,  and  the  other  a  veteran  of  the 
Army,  one  a  former  Governor  of  Geor¬ 


gia,  and  the  other  a  foi-mer  Governo, 
of  Massachusetts,  both  of  them  rtiL- 
who  have  spent  many  years  in  protect 
ing  the  interests  of  those  who  serxj/  our 
country  in  uniform. 

Speaking  for  those  in  my  Sfcfite  who 
are  so  interested  in  this  legislation,  which 
I  have  strongly  supported,  w/ are  grate¬ 
ful  to  these  two  fine  Amei/cans  and  to 
all  members  of  the  committee  who  have 
contributed  to  this  fine  pesult. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  wish  to  express  my 
appreciation,  and  that  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  fr^m  Massachusetts,  to 
the  Senator  from/Florida.  I  wish  that 
his  complimentAo  me  might  have  been 
more  deserved/  However,  I  will  say  that 
I  doubt  thaj/any  apprentice  seaman  in 
the  U.S.  Navy  has  ever  been  paid  as  fine 
a  complinfent  by  a  Senator  as  that  just 
paid  to yne  by  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The/  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kennedy  in  the  chair).  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference  repoi't. 

ie  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
hid  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon], 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
McNamara],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  and  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Walters]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  annoxxnce  that  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle]  is  absent 
due  to  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mi’.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
jOn],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 

xnsfield],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[]\fcr.  McGee  [,  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan\Mr.  McNamara],  the  Senator  from 
Montsma  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator 
from  uSah  [Mr.  Moss]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  iSiJand  [Mr.  Pastore],  and  the 
Senator  fiTun  Tennessee  [Mr.  Walters] 
would  each\pte  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from 'Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senator  fi’oba  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator Vrom  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]  are  absencSpn  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  ICansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son]  and  the  SenatoiVfrom  Califoi-nia 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  and  the  SenatorMrom  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett]  are  detained\)n  official 
business. 

If  pi'esent  and  voting,  the  'Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  the  Senator 
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Jrom  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
frhm  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  Irom  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Ktjchel]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  79, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

|NTo.  174  Leg.] 

•fcflAS— 1 79 

Hart&e 
Haydeik 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 

Holland 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan,  N.C. 

Jordan,  Idaho 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Lausche 
Long,  Mo. 

McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
Mechem 
Miller 
Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Mundt 


Aiken 

Anderson 

Bartlett 

Bayh 

Beall 

Boggs 

Brewster 

Burdick 

Byrd,  Va. 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Case 

Church 

Clark 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Dlrksen 

Dominick 

Douglas 

Eastland 

Edmondson 

Ellender 

Ervin 

Fulbright 

Goldwater 

Gore 


Neuberger 
Pearson 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmlre 
Randolph 
Rlbicoff 
tobertson 
Vussell 
itonstall 


September  26 


Sim] 

'  _rs 
Smith 
Sparkmal 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams,  N.J. 
Williams,  Del. 
Yarborough 
Young,  N.  Dak. 
Young,  Ohio 


Gruening 

Muskie 

Hart 

Nelson 

NAYS— -0 

NOT  VOTING- 

-21 

AUott 

Engle 

Mansfield 

Bennett 

Fong 

McGee 

Bible 

Hruska 

McNamara 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Metcalf 

Caxlson 

Kuchel 

Moss 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Pas  tore 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Walters 

So  the  report  was  agreed  to. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
hour  of  2  o’clock  having  arrived,  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  un¬ 
finished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

UTILIZATION  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  last 
year,  in  Senate  Resolution  415,  the 
Senate  asked  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture — 

To  submit  to  the  Director  of  the  Budget 
and  to  the  Congress  *  *  *  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  program  available  for  research  to  dis¬ 
cover  new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities; 
and  *  *  *  to  limit  this  program  to  items 
costing  not  in  excess  of  $35  million  per  an¬ 
num  above  current  allowances  for  1963  for 
utilization  research  to  discover  new  uses  for 
agricultural  commodities. 

The  Department  submitted  its  report 
under  the  title,  “Strengthening  Research 
on  the  Utilization  of  Agricultural  Com¬ 
modities”,  and  included  wtihin  the  De¬ 
partment’s  report  was  a  plan  for 
strengthening  utilization  research  and 
development,  prepared  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service.  The  committee 
believes  this  plan  should  be  implemented, 
and  it  has  included  in  the  bill  a  provi¬ 


sion  to  authorize  use  of  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  funds  to  institute  the 
expanded  program  of  utilization  re¬ 
search  and  development  embodied  in  the 
plan.  Utilization  research  would  be  in¬ 
creased  at  once  across  a  broad  front. 
Since  there  is  very  limited  room  for  ex¬ 
pansion  in  the  Department’s  present  fa¬ 
cilities,  approximately  half  of  the  new 
funds  in  the  first  2  years  would  be  used 
by  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
to  collaborate  with  universities  and  other 
public  and  private  institutions,  through 
contracts,  grants,  and  other  cooperative 
arrangements.  This  would  both  inten¬ 
sify  the  research  effort  and  broaden  the 
base  of  participation  in  this  vitally  im¬ 
portant  field  of  agricultural  research. 

The  first  shear’s  increase  would  be  de¬ 
voted  to  nearly  200  different  projects. 

!  Special  emphasis  would  be  placed  on 
cereals,  cotton,  and  animal  products. 
Substantial  increases  would  be  allotted 
to  work  on  wool,  oilseeds,  fruits  and  veg¬ 
etables,  tobacco,  sugar,  naval  stores,  and 
new  replacement  crops.  In  subsequent 
years,  additional  opportunities  for  devel¬ 
oping  expanded  markets  for  these  and 
other  commodities  would  be  exploited. 

Let  me  state  a  few  examples  of  what 
an  expanded  utilization  research  pro¬ 
gram  will  lead  to.  These  gains  will  help 
us  find  markets  for  our  surpluses  here  at 
home,  and  new  U.S.  agricultural  mar¬ 
kets  abroad. 

The  first  great  opportunity  lies  in 
wider  industrial  uses  for  cereal  grains. 
Our  utilization  research  scientists  see 
real  possibilities,  for  example,  in  divert¬ 
ing  170  million  bushels  of  cereal  grains 
from  feed  and  food  uses  to  new  indus¬ 
trial  uses. 

They  are  already  finding  out  that  new 
materials  derived  from  grains  can  be 
used  by  our  great  paper  industry  to  add 
both  wet  and  dry  strength,  where  needed 
in  paper  products,  at  competitive  prices. 
They  are  well  along  in  developing  a  new 
type  of  corn  that  yields  a  now-rare 
starch  which  is  valuable  for  use  in  a 
great  variety  of  films,  fibers,  adhesives, 
plastics,  coatings,  and  other  products. 

Market  studies  show  that  consumers 
want  greater  resilience  and  strength  in 
cotton  products;  they  want  cotton  gar¬ 
ments  that  truly  require  no  ironing  at 
all;  they  want  cottons  with  stretch  for 
some  uses,  and  cottons  that  better  re¬ 
sist  soiling  and  staining.  All  these  at¬ 
tributes,  our  scientists  believe,  can  be 
built  into  cotton,  through  chemical  mod¬ 
ification  of  the  fiber  or  the  fabric;  but  a 
great  deal  more  research  will  be  required, 
in  order  to  make  this  possible. 

However,  if  just  these  improvements 
can  be  made  in  cotton  goods,  they  will 
add  at  least  another  million  bales  a  year 
to  the  demand  for  cotton. 

Similar  prospects  are  in  sight  for  oil¬ 
seeds  and  for  a  variety  of  animal 
products. 

The  development  of  a  stable,  full- 
flavored,  dry  whole  milk  could  so  de¬ 
crease  milk  costs  to  consumers  that  it 
might  well  increase  our  use  of  milk  by  10 
percent — thus  providing  new  markets 
worth  $1  billion. 

New  frozen,  dehydrated,  or  processed 
meat  and  poultry  products  would  lower 
the  retail  price  and  would  boost  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  meat  and  poultry.  This 


could  increase  the  demand  for  feed 
grains  by  an  amount  equal  to  240  million 
bushels  of  com  a  year — more  than  the 
annual  addition  to  our  feed-grain  stocks. 

Today,  our  farm  abundance  is  based 
squarely  on  the  results  of  100  years  of 
farm  production  research.  This  research 
has  given  us  the  great  variety  and  the 
high  quality  of  our  agricultural  products. 
Because  of  research,  less  than  one-tenth 
of  our  total  labor  force,  working  on  the 
land,  can  feed  all  our  people.  Largely 
because  of  farm-production  research, 
the  average  family  in  this  country  en¬ 
joys  a  varied  and  healthful  diet  at  a  cost 
of  only  about  one-fifth  of  the  family’s 
take-home  pay. 

But  research  to  find  new  uses  and 
wider  markets  for  our  agricultural  abun¬ 
dance — or  what  we  call  utilization  re¬ 
search — has  lagged  far  behind  the  pro¬ 
duction  research  that  has  made  our 
abundance  possible. 

In  the  first  place,  utilization  research 
did  not  begin  in  earnest  until  about 
1940 — or  some  80  years  after  the  need  for 
farm  production  research  was  recog¬ 
nized,  through  the  establishment  of  our 
great  Department  of  Agriculture.  And 
over  the  last  20  years,  utilization  re¬ 
search,  to  find  new  uses  and  wider  mar¬ 
kets  for  farm  products,  has  received  only 
a  fraction  of  the  support  which  we  have 
continued  to  give  to  production  research. 

I  do  not  mean  to  suggest  that  we  have 
been  doing  too  much  production  re¬ 
search.  But  I  do  submit  that  it  is  high 
time  we  were  doing  more  utilization  re¬ 
search.  The  reasons  for  this  are  two¬ 
fold: 

First,  in  spite  of  the  limited  effort 
devoted  so  far  to  utilization  research,  it 
has  clearly  demonstrated  its  value.  The 
benefits  of  this  research  to  the  Nation 
have  already  far  exceeded  its  cost. 

Second,  our  scientists  engaged  in  this 
effort  clearly  see  opportunities  that  addi¬ 
tional  utilization  research  can  exploit  for 
the  benefit  of  the  national  economy  and 
all  our  people. 

The  current  benefits  of  this  research, 
as  measured  by  an  Agricultural  Research 
Service  estimate,  amount  to  a  return  of 
$25  for  each  dollar  spent  on  research. 
This  return  has  occurred  in  spite  of  ris¬ 
ing  costs;  but  benefits  tend  to  multiply 
as  the  storehouse  of  knowledge  accumu¬ 
lates. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  I  may  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Indiana,  provided  that  in  doing  so,  I  do 
not  lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE  SPEEDUP  ON  TAX  CUT 
NEEDED 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  the 
other  body  has  just  completecKaction  on 
the  measure  which  will  reduce \axes  on 
individual  incomes  and  corporations.  I 
congratulate  those  in  the  HouseVwho 
have  led  this  fight  for  a  measure  which 
will  go  a  long  way  toward  eliminate 
the  ills  which  are  keeping  the  braked 
on  our  economy. 
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V  Mr.  President,  it  is  now  the  turn  of 
t\e  Senate  to  attend  to  this  urgent  mat¬ 
ter!^  I  say  that  tax  relief  and  tax  adjust- 
menL are  urgent,  because  the  future  of 
our  economy  may  well  depend  upon 
them,  aWl  also  because  such  a  change  to 
release  uStfrom  the  shackles  of  a  wartime 
tax  structure  is  long  overdue. 

We  are  noWin  the  longest  period  since 
World  War  IlWithout  a  recession.  The 
answer  to  the  question  of  whether  this 
period  will  continue  indefinitely,  or 
whether  we  shallop  nee  more  find  our¬ 
selves  engulfed  in  &.  recession,  depends 
upon  what  we  do  to  unshackle  our 
economy  and  allow  it  to  expand. 

Today,  America  is  prosperous — far 
more  prosperous  than  during  the  last  ad¬ 
ministration,  and,  in  fact,  iribre  prosper¬ 
ous  than  during  any  other'5  peacetime 
period  in  our  history.  Yet,  we  suffer 
from  unemployment  that  is  too  high. 

The  reasons  for  this  are  that  w^have 
a  rapidly  growing  labor  force,  for  whach 
new  jobs  constantly  have  to  be  foufid, 
and  we  have  growing  automation  whick 
is  eliminating  jobs.  Obviously,  some¬ 
thing  has  to  be  done  to  give  momentum 
to  the  economy  for  the  kind  of  expansion 
which  will  create  a  sufficient  number  of 
jobs  to  soak  up  the  unemployment  and 
employ  the  new  people  coming  into  the 
job  market. 

Last  year  we  gave  relief  to  businesses 
seeking  to  modernize  and  to  expand. 
The  minimum  assistance  given  has  prov¬ 
en  a  great  factor  in  today’s  bright  pic¬ 
ture  of  high  wages,  high  employment, 
high  dividends,  and  high  profits.  But 
that  was  not  a  complete  job;  no  one 
ever  claimed  it  would  be. 

A  general  tax  cut  is  needed.  For  sev¬ 
eral  years,  I  have  been  an  advocate  of 
this,  as  my  statements  in  the  Senate  and 
in  the  Finance  Committee  attest. 

I  believe  the  hills  and  valleys  of  “boom 
and  bust”  must  be  ironed  out  and  flat¬ 
tened.  We  must  create  the  thrust  our 
economy  needs  in  order  to  be  able  to 
expand  itself,  in  order  to  give  us  anti¬ 
recession  insurance.  A  general  tax  cut, 
with  the  most  emphasis  on  low  incomes, 
will  do  that. 

I  believe  there  is  nothing  to  be  gained 
by  delay.  Indeed,  any  good  which  a  tax' 
cut  would  bring  diminishes  as  we  delay. 

Therefore,  it  is  my  intention  to  nyfve, 
in  the  Finance  Committee,  to  sai  an 
early  date  for  the  beginning  of  hearings 
on  this  measure.  I  shall  further  move, 
Mr.  President,  that  a  closing  date  of 
not  more  than  30  days  aftei/the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  hearings  be  set/ 

In  order  that  our  committee  may  be 
able  to  meet  this  strin/nt  timetable,  I 
shall  urge  that  the  records  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  conducted  by  Ure  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee, /id  other  related  doc¬ 
uments,  be  submitted  en  toto.  In  this 
way,  I  believe  i/will  be  possible  for  the 
Senate  to  act /nally  on  the  tax  measure 
this  year.  / 

In  addition,  I  intend  to  request  that 
testimon/of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  an idr  others  in  the  Government  be 
submmed  in  advance  to  all  members  of 
the  /ommittee.  In  this  way,  we  shall 
be /ole  to  go  over  these  statements  well 
u / advance,  and  thus  waste  no  time  dur¬ 
ing  the  precious  days  of  hearings. 


I  believe  we  should  make  it  possible 
for  the  4.3  million  jobless  citizens,  who 
today  cannot  pay  their  back  taxes,  and 
who  owe  no  present  taxes  because  they 
are  not  working,  to  have  this  chance  to 
get  jobs.  It  is  my  judgment  that  3  mil¬ 
lion  of  them  could  be  put  to  work  if  this 
tax  measure  were  enacted. 

This,  Mr.  President,  will  retain  in  the 
Treasury  money  which  would  be  lost  by 
the  cutting  of  rates.  Experience  has 
shown  that  a  rate  cut  is  made  up  in  a 
matter  of  months  by  increased  revenues 
from  expansion  of  the  economy  and  from 
the  jobs  so  created. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield,  so  that  I 
may  reply  to  the  statement  just  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Indiana? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see,  provided  that  in  doing  so,  I  shall 
not  lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORE,  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Indianan 
ntos  just  served  notice  of  his  move  m 
tha^Senate  Finance  Committee  on  mat- 
tersSgf  procedure.  The  chairmaiyof  a 
SenatX legislative  committee  has  certain 
traditional  responsibilities  and  preroga¬ 
tives.  Irkthe  office  of  each  /nator  is 
a  notice  fiWn  the  Senator  fi/n  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd  ]\  chairman  of  /he  Finance 
Committee,  cldling  a  meeting  of  the 
committee,  next  Tuesday,  to  complete 
the  consideratiorkof  several  bills,  minor 
in  some  respecfeX/ut  important  in 
others.  I  dare  say /iat  at  that  time  the 
committee  will  lu*ve\n  opportunity  to 
decide  whether  Vne  tax^bill  will  be  given 
the  orderly  consideration  which  it  de¬ 
serves  and  wmch  the  public  interest  re¬ 
quires,  or  /nether  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee will  yield  to  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  pnfesure  for  a  rush  job.  \ 

Mr. /resident,  I  shall  resist  a  rush  job. 
The  /fther  body  has  taken  more  than  8 
mo/fths  to  consider  and  pass  thisNjill, 
vMich  is  set  forth  in  a  document  of  more 
/an  300  pages  of  technical  language.,, 
Surely  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
will  need  some  time  for  staff  work,  so  as 
to  be  able  to  understand  the  contents  of 
the  bill,  before  the  public  hearings  be¬ 
gin.  Furthermore,  the  committee  has 
before  it  written  requests  from  more 
than  60  citizens  who  wish  to  testify.  I 
realize  that  pressure  is  being  applied  on 
some  of  them  to  withdraw  their  requests 
to  testify;  but  it  has  been  the  tradition¬ 
al  policy  of  the  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee,  under  the  chairmanship  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and 
under  the  chairmanship  of  the  late  Sena¬ 
tor  George — in  fact,  even  further  back 
than  that,  I  believe — to  afford  every 
American  citizen  an  opportunity  to  tes¬ 
tify  on  a  tax  bill,  if  he  so  requests  in 
writing. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Indiana,'  that  this  bill  is  too  important 
to  be  rushed  through  either  the  Finance 
Committee  or  the  Senate. 

The  public  interest  requires  careful 
consideration  of  the  bill.  I  should  like 
to  know  what  the  rates  are  and  what 


will  be  the  amount  of  the  benefits  to  be- 
received  by  the  taxpayers  in  the  various 
income  brackets,  under  the  bill.  I  Am 
informed  by  staff  assistants  that  the  bill 
which  passed  the  other  body  yesterday 
would  bring  about  tax  rates  which  would 
increase  the  take-home  pay, /fter  in¬ 
come  tax  deductions,  of  tjpfe  average 
American  citizen  by  about  4/r  5  percent, 
but  that  some  in  the  higl/ncome  brack¬ 
ets  would  gain  a  100-percent  increase 
in  after-taxes  income/nd  some  would 
gain  a  200-percent  i/rease. 

No  wonder  Mr.  jfienry  Ford  is  active 
in  support  of  the  hfll.  No  wonder  certain 
people  are  veryvstrong  for  a  bill  which 
would  leave  loopholes  intact,  widen  some, 
and  provide /ecial  benefits  at  the  same 
time.  Yet  the  bill  deserves  careful  con¬ 
sider  ation/and  I  shall  vote  against  the 
motion  /  my  distinguished  .friend,  the 
able  sejfior  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mjj/haRTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 
yMr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  under  the 
/ame  conditions  to  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana,  with  the  hope  that  debate  on  the 
subject  will  be  completed.  I  hope  to 
complete  consideration  of  the  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  today  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make 
plain  to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  and 
also  the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  that  I  have  no  intention  of 
destroying  the  prerogatives  of  the  chair¬ 
man. 

However,  I  feel  that  I  have  the  right  to 
tell  the  Senate  that  I  intend  to  make  a 
motion  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance  to  take  up  that  bill  in  an  or¬ 
derly  procedure  and  not  dillydally 
around  in  the  Finance  Committee  about 
a  tax  cut.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
do  not  propose  a  rush  job.  A  great  deal 
of  material  is  ready  for  anyone  who 
wishes  to  read  it.  The  senior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  seems  to  be  very  well  in¬ 
formed  on  the  subject  already  and  indi¬ 
cates  that  he  intends  to  proceed  upon 
some  of  these  very  important  subjects. 
If  there  are  any  loopholes  in  the  bill,  I 
smight  join  him  in  closing  the  loopholes 
ne  wishes  to  have  closed. 

\am  interested  in  the  welfare  of  the 
worsing  people.  We  talk  about  the  im¬ 
portance  of  this  subject  and  the  fact 
that  the  bill  is  too  important  to  rush 
throughX  I  say  that  the  economy  of  the 
country  iNmore  important  to  me  than 
fooling  around  and  delaying  a  tax  bill  in 
the  Finance  Committee.  The  Senate  can 
move  much  fasc^r  than  the  House  moved. 

Mr.  DOUGLASk  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  Senator^ from  Florida  would 
permit  me  to  trespass  upon  his  time  for 
a  few  minutes  to  make  some  comments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  promised  the  senior 
Senator  from  Illinois,  wlm  approached 
me  in  such  a  gentle  manneKas  to  disarm 
me,  that  I  would  be  happy\to  yield  to 
him  on  the  same  condition  tftat  I  have 
yielded  heretofore.  I  yield\to  the 
Senator.  \ 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  appreciate  thXsen- 
tor’s  yielding.  I  did  not  intend  txXget 
into  the  discussion  publicly  until  it  wks 
precipitated.  ' 
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I  must  differ  with  my  good  friend,  the 
riator  from  Tennessee,  with  whom  I 
am\generally  in  agreement.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  rr,om  Tennessee  is  a  great  battler  for 
a  progressive  system  of  taxation,  and  he 
followsyery  faithfully  in  the  steps— and, 
indeed,  Improves  upon  them — of  his 
predecessor,  Cordell  Hull,  who  is  really 
the  father  of,  the  American  income  tax. 
I  regard  him  as  one  of  the  most  valuable 
Members  of  th\senate,  and  one  of  the 
most  valuable  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance. 

However,  I  detected  an  undercurrent 
in  his  plea  for  deliberate  consideration 
of  undue  delay.  I  Hope  that  undue 
delay  will  not  be  used  as -a  means  of  de¬ 
feating  the  measure.  When  we  come  to 
closing  loopholes  and  effecting  reforms, 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  \md  I  will 
be  in  very  close  unity  on  mostVubjects. 
But  I  do  not  believe  that  consideration 
of  this  all-important  measure  shotald  be 
postponed.  I  have  as  much  opposition 
to  filibustering  in  committee  as  I  haye 
to  filibustering  on  the  floor  of  the  Sem 
ate.  The  Senator  from  Tennesssee  is  a’ 
strong-minded  gentleman.  He  has  ap¬ 
parently  made  up  his  mind  that  he  wants 
deliberate  consideration.  But  I  know 
the  double  sense  in  which  those  terms 
are  used.  I  strongly  suspect  that  what 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  wants  to  do 
is  to  kill  the  bill  by  bottling  it  up  in  the 
committee  for  as  long  as  possible. 

We  are  facing,  in  general,  a  slowdown 
legislatively — a  slowdown  on  appropria¬ 
tion  bills,  a  slowdown  in  civil  rights,  a 
slowdown  on  the  tax  bill.  Certain 
Senators  desire  to  tie  the  Senate  up  so 
that  the  administration  program  cannot 
get  through.  I  am  not  one  of  those.  I 
differ  with  some  features  of  the  bill  as 
it  came  from  the  House.  If  it  were  held 
in  its  present  form,  I  would  expect  to 
vote  for  it.  If  it  is  made  much  worse,  I 
may  vote  against  it.  But  I  do  believe 
that  we  should  proceed  to  consider  it. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  ready 
to  testify  tomorrow.  I  see  no  reason 
why  we  should  not  get  on  with  the  busi¬ 
ness.  As  I  have  said,  I  apologize  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee  for 
mentioning  the  subject  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  I  had  hoped  to  do  this  in  a? 
much  more  gentlemanly  fashion.  But 
since  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  pre¬ 
cipitated  the  discussion,  I  did  noj,  feel 
that  I  should  remain  silent.  / 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  .will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield?  / 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  With  /the  same 
understanding,  I  yield  very.briefly  to  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  f 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
country  could  afford  a4ll  billion  reduc¬ 
tion  in  revenue,  therq'would  be  a  type  of 
tax  reform  and  tax-- revision  bill  which  I 
could  and  would  support.  But  when  we 
have  a  national /debt  of  more  than  $300 
billion,  when  we  have  the  second  largest 
peacetime  deficit  in  history,  and  when 
the  President  is  on  an  across-the-nation 
tour  advocating  larger  and  not  lesser  ex¬ 
penditures  for  next  year  and  the  year 
after,  I  believe  it  is  fiscal  irresponsibility, 
if  I  jh ay  use  that  term,  to  reduce  the 
Government  revenue  by  $11  billion. 

we  could  afford  it,  the  big  reduction 
rates  provided  for  in  the  bill  should 


be  accompanied  by  much-needed  re¬ 
forms,  which  have  been  jettisoned  in  the 
process. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  agree. 

Mr.  GORE.  How  do  we  bring  about 
a  wise  and  adequate  tax  measure?  Not 
by  a  rush-up  job,  permitting  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  to  start  to  testify 
tomorrow.  It  seems  to  me  that  members 
of  the  Finance  Committee  deserve  an 
opportunity  to  understand  the  contents 
of  the  bill  in  order  that  we  may  care¬ 
fully  and  adequately  examine  the  wit¬ 
nesses  who  come  before  the  committee. 
If  the  Senator  suspects  that  I  desire  to 
delay  the  bill,  I  shall  remove  his  suspi¬ 
cion.  I  wish  to  kill  it  in  its  present  form. 
It  is  unsound.  The  country  cannot 
afford  it.  In  my  opinion  it  would  shock 
international  confidence  in  the  sound¬ 
ness  of  the  dollar.  It  would  increase  the 
budget  deficit  and  we  would  have  to  bor¬ 
row  the  necessary  money  to  provide  for 
tax  cuts. 

What  sense  does  that  make? 
Moreover,  instead  of  stimulating  the 
economy  in  the  most  effective  way,  the 
proposed  legislation  would  be  a  hit-or; 
Vjss,  ineffective  way. 

I  could  support  that  kind  of  reddc- 
tionHn  governmental  revenue  as  a  neces¬ 
sary  rheans  of  stimulating  the  economy, 
I  would', want  to  reduce  taxes  in/areas  in 
which  consumer  demand  woufd  be  in¬ 
creased  anA  expenditures  would  be  great¬ 
er  by  consumers.  So  if  it  isAnsisted  that 
we  quickly  reduce  revenue/py  the  amount 
proposed,  I  shall  offer  a?r  a  substitute  an 
increase  in  the  personal  exemption  for 
each  taxpayer  an\for  each  dependent 
from  $600  to  $800  op\900. 

Mr.  President, /tiiaV  is  the  most  un¬ 
realistic  provision  in  our  tax  code.  The 
personal  exemption  was\$800  in  1940, 
when  the  cost  of  living  \as  less  than 
half  what  ijfctis  now. 

Ask  any  parent  who  has  tried  to  edu 
cate  a  child  if  it  can  be  done\for  $600 
a  year/ 

Senators  should  understand  Chat  I 
would  vote  against  this  monumental  re¬ 
duction  in  Government  revenue  in  wn 
ever  form  it  came,  because  I  think 
would  be  dangerous  to  our  national  econ-' 
omy,  dangerous  to  our  international 
prestige,  and  dangerous  to  the  sound¬ 
ness  of  our  currency.  But  if  we  must 
have  it,  I  want  to  give  tax  relief  where 
it  is  needed  most,  to  the  parents  who 
have  the  greatest  number  of  children. 
This  would  actually  stimulate  the  econ¬ 
omy. 

What  good  will  it  do  to  give  Henry 
Ford  an  extra  $1  million  a  year  income 
after  taxes?  He  might  build  another 
yacht  in  Holland. 

This  proposal  deserves  careful  con¬ 
sideration.  I  do  not  want  to  vote  for 
any  motion  to  set  an  arbitrary  limit  on 
the  careful  consideration  of  this  measure 
by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  to  say,  having  heard  some  discus¬ 
sion  of  an  8 -month  delay  which  might 
be  possible  when  we  begin  the  tax  re¬ 
duction  debate,  that  I  shall  have  to  de¬ 
cline  to  yield  further  on  the  subject  of 
taxation. 


Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  will 
Senator  yield  for  one-half  minute? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  very  sorry 
I  must  decline. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Nelson  in  the  chair) .  The  Sejjreitor  de¬ 
clines  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thinkT have  been 
reasonably  considerate  of^ill  Senators 
concerned. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  yes¬ 
terday  during  debate  on  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill,  on  page  17093,  in  the 
third  column  of  the  printed  Record,  I 
stated : 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  for  the  record  at 
this  point  the  language  for  the  committee 
report  known  as  Committee  Print  “A”  Re¬ 
vised — which  are  the  words  suggested  by 
myself  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 


At  that  point  the  Presiding  Officer  di¬ 
rected  that  it  be  included  as  requested. 

Through  some  inadvertence,  this  in¬ 
sertion  does  not  appear  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  yesterday’s  proceed¬ 
ings.  I  request  that  Committee  Print 
“A”  Revised,  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  so  that  it  may  be  considered, 
if  referred  to,  in  further  debate  on  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  Print  “A”  Revised  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Committee  Print  A,  Revised  September 
12,  1963 


DRAFT  STATEMENT  FOR  COMMITTEE  CONSIDERA¬ 
TION  IN  REGARD  TO  THE  ELECTRIFICATION 
LOAN  PROGRAM  OF  THE  RURAL  ELECTRIFICA¬ 
TION  ADMINISTRATION 


H.R.  6754 


The  success  of  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  in  bringing  electricity  to  the  farms  and 
rural  areas  has  been  an  outstanding  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  past  quarter  century.  It  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  measure  the  great  benefits  that  have 
flowed  to  the  nonfarm  population  as  a  result 
of  rural  electrification.  With  the  advent  of 
electrification  to  the  rural  areas,  farm  fami¬ 
lies  had  available  to  them  the  electrical 
household  equipment  long  known  to  the  city 
dweller.  In  addition,  the  small  power-type 
equipment  operated  on  farms  has  opened  a 
vast  market  in  manufacturing  and  com¬ 
merce.  The  rapid  growth  in  the  economy  has 
in  large  part  developed  from  the  contribution 
that  REA-financed  electrification  loans  has 
brought  to  the  rural  areas. 

During  recent  years,  a  controversy  has  de¬ 
veloped  in  regard  to  the  purpose  and  need  of 
some  of  the  loans  made  by  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Administration  for  generation  and 
transmission  purposes.  Representatives  of 
private  power  companies  have  stated  that 
some  loans  are  unnecessary  and  are  being 
made  where  there  are  adequate  supplies  of 
energy  already  available.  Representatives  of 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  as¬ 
sert  that  it  is  essential  that  the  cooperatives 
be  in  a  position  to  retain  and  be  able  to  serve 
those  areas  which  they  have  developed  as 
rural  service  areas  even  though  there  may  be 
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growth  resulting  from  the  industrial  devel¬ 
opment  as  well  as  normal  population  growth. 
They  also  claim  that  private  suppliers  of 
power  attempt  to  impose  dual  rates  and  other 
restrictive  provisions  in  power  supply  con¬ 
tracts.  They  also  claim  that  private  sup¬ 
pliers  seek  to  bring  power  into  rural  areas 
previously  established  by  them. 

As  previously  stated,  this  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  both  the  rural  electric  cooperative 
and  the  private  power  companies  who  fur¬ 
nish  most  of  the  supply  of  energy  needed  to 
serve  the  electric  cooperatives  are  here  to 
stay  and  they  should  make  every  effort  to 
enter  into  earnest  negotiations  with  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  developing  long-term  power  supply 
contracts.  Long-term  contracts,  together 
with  a  definite  understanding  as  to  the  areas 
in  which  each  will  serve,  will  enable  both  the 
companies  and  the  cooperatives  to  plan  for 
future  needs  at  reasonable  rates  and  provide 
an  expanding  market  for  private  power  com¬ 
panies.  It  is  to  the  mutual  advantage  of  the 
cooperatives  and  the  private  companies  to 
enter  into  satisfactory  power  supply  arrange¬ 
ments  as  well  as  an  understanding  that 
neither  will  encroach  on  the  service  territo¬ 
ries  of  the  other,  if  such  an  understanding  is 
not  inconsistent  with  State  regulation  or 
policy. 

The  committee  does  not  look  with  favor 
upon  unfair  or  dilatory  tactics  or  protracted 
delays  on  the  part  of  either  party  in  such 
contract  negotiations.  The  committee  is  op¬ 
posed  to  the  imposition  of  dual  rates  in 
power  supply  contracts  and  believes  that  the 
cooperatives  should  state  their  needs  clearly 
and  concretely,  and  that  the  suppliers  of 
power  should  in  turn  clearly  set  forth  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  power  supply  con¬ 
tracts. 

The  committee  does  not  favor  the  consid¬ 
eration  and  approval  of  generation  and 
major  transmission  loans  by  the  agency  until 
and  unless  it  has  been  demonstrated  that 
the  private  sources  of  energy  supply  are  un¬ 
available  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  applicant 
borrower  under  reasonable  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions.  Further,  the  committee  does  not  favor 
the  consideration  and  approval  of  loans 
which  embody,  as  a  part  of  the  feasibility  of 
such  loan,  the  contingency  of  a  future  loan, 
or  loans  under  which  the  borrower  would 
enter  into  leasing  arrangements  or  contem¬ 
plate  the  ultimate  transfer  of  facilities  which 
it  has  developed  or  acquired  as  a  result  of 
a  loan  to  another  cooperative  or  other  agen¬ 
cy  not  eligible  to  borrow  directly  from  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration. 

The  committee  concurs  fully  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  set  forth  in  the  House  commit¬ 
tee  report  relative  to  the  approval  by  REA  of 
loans  for  generation  and  transmission  pur¬ 
poses.  The  committee  expects  to  be  furnish¬ 
ed  with  a  copy  of  the  Administrator’s  find¬ 
ings  and  certification  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  setting  forth  the  results  of  his 
negotiations,  on  terms  and  conditions  of 
power  supply  contracts.  The  committee  also 
expects  to  be  advised  whenever  the  REA 
Administrator  is-able  to  assist  in  the  negoti¬ 
ations  of  modifications  in  private  power  sup¬ 
ply  which  result  in  the  cancellation  of  a 
pending  loan  application. 

The  committee  requests  that  the  following 
information  in  connection  with  pending 
loans  and  new  loan  applications  in  excess 
of  $2,000,000  for  generation  loans  and  for 
all  major  transmission  loans  to  be  compiled 
and  submitted  to  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  within  thirty  days  after  the 
receipt  of  such  applications  and  at  least 
thirty  days  prior  to  the  approval  of  a  loan: 

1.  The  name  and  address  of  the  applicant 
borrower  and  the  date  of  the  application. 

2.  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  the 
proposed  generation  facilities.  Indicate  if 
the  proposed  facilities  are  the  initial  or  addi¬ 
tional  unit  or  units  of  a  plant  comprised 
of  one  or  more  units. 


3.  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  pro¬ 
posed  transmission  facilities  including  any 
immediate  or  future  plans  to  interconnect 
with  other  transmission  systems. 

4.  Description  of  any  long-range  plans  the 
applicant  may  have  for  construction  of  addi¬ 
tional  generation  and  transmission  facili¬ 
ties  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  planned 
facilities. 

5.  Comparison  of  the  estimated  costs  of 
generation  by  the  applicant  borrower  with 
the  cost  of  power  available  from  existing 
suppliers,  including  the  final  offer  by  the 
private  supplier  including  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  he  offered  to  meet  applicant’s  long¬ 
term  energy  needs. 

6.  Summary  of  the  efforts  made  by  the  ap¬ 
plicant  and  by  REA  t.o  obtain  the  applicant’s 
power  and  energy  requirements  from  exist¬ 
ing  power  suppliers  and  the  reasons  why  such 
efforts  have  not  been  successful. 

7.  Explanation  of  the  applicant’s  reasons 
for  seeking  an  REA  loan. 

8.  The  amount  of  electric  energy  which  the 
applicant  will  cease  to  purchase  from  pres¬ 
ent  power  suppliers  upon  construction  of 
the  generating  plant  for  which  REA  financ¬ 
ing  is  being  sought. 

9.  Explanation  of  the  extent  to  which  the 
feasibility  of  the  requested  loan  for  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  facilities  depends  upon 
the  use  of  a  portion  of  the  facilities  by  oth¬ 
ers  (including  Federal  power  marketing 
agencies) . 

TO.  Details  of  the  applicant’s  plans  to  sell 
or  otherwise  make  available  any  of  the  power 
and  energy  from  the  proposed  generation 
facilities  to  others  (including  Federal  power 
marketing  agencies) . 

11.  Names  of  State  agencies  and  commis¬ 
sions  having  jurisdiction  over  the  applicant 
borrowers. 

The  committee  expects  the  Administrator 
to  examine  into  all  complaints  which  may 
come  to  his  attention  concerning  territorial 
disputes  between  REA  cooperatives  and  com¬ 
mercial  power  companies  and  report  to  the 
committee  in  January  of  each  year  the  sa¬ 
lient  facts  involved,  the  disposition  of  the 
complaints,  and  the  basis  for  such  disposi¬ 
tions. 

SECTION  V  LOANS 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  recommen¬ 
dations  in  the  House  committee  report  that 
the  Administrator  of  REA  should  not  make 
section  V  loans  in  competition  with  private 
sources  of  credit,  or  as  a  replacement  or  sub¬ 
stitution  for  loan  purposes  authorized  by  the 
Area  Redevelopment  Act,  Public  Law  87-27. 
Such  loans  should  be  very  limited  since  most 
of  the  need  for  such  loan  purposes  no  longer 
exists.  The  committee  requests  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  REA  to  provide  it  with  a  summary 
of  pending  section  V  loan  applications  as  well 
as  a  copy  of  his  certification  to  the  Secretary 
on  the  necessity  for  making  these  loans. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  fur¬ 
ther,  I  request  that  in  the  permanent 
Record  of  yesterday’s  proceedings  Com¬ 
mittee  Print  A  Revised  appear  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  point  in  column  3  on  page 
17093  of  the  permanent  Record,  where 
it  was  requested  to  be  inserted  in  the 
proceedings  yesterday. 

This  would  be  after  the  words  “more, 
satisfactory”  at  the  end  of  the  third 
paragraph  of  the  last  column  on  that 
page. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  per¬ 
manent  Record  will  be  corrected,  as  re¬ 
quested. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  my 
distinguished  friend,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Delaware  is,  as  usual,  in  his  seat 
in  the  Senate  during  this  debate. 

Yesterday  I  asked  for  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  on  a  certain  matter.  I  am  about  to 


renew  that  request.  As  I  understood,  it 
was  objected  to  only  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware.  I  shall  renew 
it,  in  the  hope  that  the  Senator  may 
have  changed  his  mind. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  committee  amendments  be 
agreed  to  en  bloc;  that  the  bill  as  thus 
amended  be  considered  as  original  text 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment;  and  that 
no  points  of  order  be  waived. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  assure  the  Senator  from  Florida  that  I 
wish  to  cooperate,  and  I  will  cooperate  in 
agreeing  to  his  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  if  there  is  no  further  misunder¬ 
standing  on  the  point  which  I  raised  yes¬ 
terday. 

If  the  Senator  will  bear  with  me,  I 
should  like  to  repeat  the  argument  which 
I  was  making  yesterday.  If  there  is  no 
exception  being  taken  to  my  statements, 
then  I  shall  withdraw  any  objection  to 
considering  the  amendments  en  bloc. 

The  reason  I  objected  yesterday  was 
because  I  thought  there  was  a  matter 
which  deserved  to  be  straightened  out  in 
the  Congress  in  order  that  ive  could  give 
to  the  American  taxpayers  the  true  pic¬ 
ture  as  to  the  actual  cost  of  operating 
this  program. 

I  emphasize  again  that  in  making  this 
statement  that  the  true  picture  was  not 
being  given  to  the  taxpayers,  I  am  in  no 
way  reflecting  upon  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  or  upon  the  committee  itself, 
because  I  find  no  fault  with  the  bill  or 
with  the  report  made  by  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee.  What  I  find  fault  with 
is  the  false  claim  of  this  administration 
that  it  has  reduced  the  cost  in  fiscal  1964 
of  administering  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram  by  $928  million.  I  insist  that  that 
is  a  false  claim  and  cannot  be  supported 
by  the  facts. 

I  objected  to  this  same  point  in  Jan¬ 
uary.  I  am  renewing  my  objection  again 
today,  because  this  is  the  place  to  docu¬ 
ment  it  or  to  prove  that  it  is  correct.  We 
now  have  before  us  the  agriculture  ap¬ 
propriations  bill. 

On  January  14  of  this  year,  President 
Kennedy  presented  before  a  joint  session 
of  Congress  his  state  of  the  Union  mes¬ 
sage.  I  wish  to  quote  from  that  message : 

In  submitting  a  tax  program  *  *  *  and  in 
recognition  of  the  need  to  control  expendi¬ 
tures — I  will  shortly  submit  a  fiscal  1964  ad¬ 
ministrative  budget  which,  while  allowing  for 
needed  rises  in  defense,  space,  and  fixed  in¬ 
terest  charges,  holds  total  expenditures  for 
all  other  purposes  below  this  year’s  level. 

Three  days  later,  on  January  17,  he 
submitted  to  the  Congress  the  budget, 
which  I  have  in  my  hand,  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964. 

On  page  41  of  that  budget  Senators 
will  find  that  the  President,  in  listing  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  comparing  the  fiscal  year 
1963  appropriations  with  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  this  year,  claims  a  reduction  of 
$928  million.  I  said  at  the  time  that  that 
claim  was  false.  To  prove  that  it  is  false 
I  refer  to  the  report  which  is  before  the 
Senate  on  the  bill  now  pending. 
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On  page  1  of  Report  No.  497,  Calendar 
No.  476,  accompanying  the  bill,  H.R.  6754, 
information  in  this  regard  is  given.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  front  page 
of  this  report  may  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Mr.  Holland,  From  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  Submitted  the  Following 
Report  (To  Accompany  H.R.  6754) 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to 
which  was  referred  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  report  the  same  to  the  Senate  with 
various  amendments  and  present  herewith 
information  relative  to  the  changes  made: 


Amount  of  bill  as  passed 
House  (direct  appropria¬ 
tions) _  $5,979,457,000 

Amount  of  increase  by  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  (net) -  67,281,340 


Amount  of  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  to  Senate _  6,  046,  738,  340 

Amount  of  appropriations, 

1963  _  6,007,599,910 

Amount  of  estimates  for 

1964  _  6,  368,  755,  000 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the 

Senate : 

Over  the  appropriations 

for  1963 _ —  39,  138,  430 

Under  the  estimates 

for  1964 _  322,  016,  660 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  quote 
from  the  report: 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate, 
$6,046,738,340. 

The  committee  further  states  that  the 
amount  of  appropriations  last  year  was 
$6,007,599,910,  and  that  the  bill  which  is 
before  the  Senate  compared  to  last  year 
carries  an  increase  of  $39,138,430,  which 
is  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  budget 
claim  that  there  has  been  a  $928  million 
reduction. 

The  difference  in  the  figures  arises 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  Bureau’ of 
the  Budget  did  not  submit  to  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  and  the  Congress 
a  request  for  the  restoration  of  the  full 
loss  that  has  been  sustained  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  This  is  not 
an  unusual  practice.  That  figure  has 
been  omitted  in  previous  years,  but  it  is 
unusual  for  an  administration  to  dis¬ 
tort  these  facts  for  the  deliberate  pur¬ 
pose  of  deceiving  the  voters. 

The  total  accumulated  unrestored 
losses,  as  I  pointed  out  yesterday,  ap¬ 
proximate  $7,799  million.  This  is  de¬ 
scribed  on  page  10  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation’s  report  of  May  31, 
1963,  as  unrestored,  realized  losses. 
These  are  losses  which  have  actually 
been  sustained  on  commodities  sold  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
They  have  been  disposed  of.  They  are 
gone.  The  losses  are  sustained.  The 
fact  that  this  appropriation  bill  does  not 
embrace  all  of  the  funds  necessary  to 
write  off  the  cost  of  the  program  in  no 
way  means  that  the  taxpayers  have 
saved  that  money. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  will 
yield  in  just  a  moment. 


What  I  ana  trying  to  do  here  today  is 
to  establish  beyond  any  contradiction  the 
fact, that  contrary  to  what  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  said  and  contrary  to  what 
the  President  is  saying  ha  his  political 
speeches  the  appropriation  bill  to  cover 
the  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  this  year  will  cost  the  tax¬ 
payers  more  money  than  it  did  last  year. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  ranking  minority  Member  of 
the  committee,  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young], 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

The  figure  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  uses  of  $7  billion  does 
include  some  programs  which  really  are 
not  agricultural  programs,  such  as  the 
school  lunch  and  milk  programs,  and  our 
giveaway  programs  of  food  for  foreign 
countries  and  sales  for  foreign  curren¬ 
cies  under  Public  Law  480. 1  believe  these 
and  other  similar  programs  make  up 
about  half  of  the  $7  billioia. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do  not 
know  the  exact  figure,  but  the  analysis 
by  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  figure  of  unrestored  but  re¬ 
alized  losses  does  include  many  programs 
which  should  not  be  charged  to  the 
American  farmers.  The  school  lunch 
program  cost  is  included.  Certainly  the 
school  lunch  program  should  not  be 
charged  to  the  farmers.  Likewise,  there 
is  a  charge  for  all  the  free  food  which  is 
given  away  under  our  welfare  programs. 
That  is  charged  up  to  our  farmers. 
There  are  many  sales  under  Public  Law 
480.  There  is  an  argument  as  to  how 
much  of  that  is  really  foi'eign  aid  or  an 
agricultural  program. 

I  agree  fully  that  it  is  not  correct  to  say 
that  all  of  this  $7  billion  accumulated  loss 
should  be  charged  to  the  American  farm¬ 
er.  I  am  glad  the  Senator  has  raised  that 
point. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that,  so  far 
as  the  taxpayers  are  concerned,  dollars 
have  been  spent,  and  losses  have  been 
sustained.  For  proper  accounting  they 
should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  ex¬ 
penses  as  we  go  forward;  otherwise  it 
will  be  giving  a  false  impression  to  the 
taxpayers — I  suspect  with  an  eye  on  the 
voters — when  they  say,  “See  how  we  are 
reducing  expenditures  for  the  agricul¬ 
tural  programs  because  we  are  not  asking 
for  appropriations  as  big  as  last  year.” 

The  reason  why  they  were  not  asking 
for  appropriations  as  big  as  last  year  is 
that  they  are  not  paying  the  bills,  but  the 
bills  must  be  met.  They  have  been  con¬ 
tracted  for,  the.  losses  have  been  sus¬ 
tained,  and  it  is  only  postponing  the  day 
of  reckoning. 

If  there  is  no  contradiction  to  my 
charge  that  the  Budget  Bureau  and  the 
administration  have  been  making  a  false 
claim  in  this  connection  and  if  no  Sen¬ 
ator  raises  objection  to  the  point  I  am 
making,  I  will  agree  to  allow  the  amend¬ 
ments  be  considered  en  bloc.  But  if  any 
Senator  says  that  this  represents  a  $928 
million  saving,  I  will  go  through  the  bill 
piece  by  piece  and  try  to  find  this  imagi¬ 
nary  savings.  I  have  not  found  it.  I  do 
not  think  anyone  else  can  find  it. 


The  Senator  from  Florida  has  never 
asserted  that  there  was  such  a  saving. 
He  frankly  reported  that  the  bill  calls 
for  an  inci'ease  of  some  $39  million.  He 
made  a  very  proper  report. 

It  is  the  administration  which  has 
been  trying  to  fool  the  American  people. 

I  complimented  the  Senator  on  being 
factual  in  reporting  the  bill  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  but  I  want  the  Budget  Bureau,  the 
President,  and  other  administration  offi¬ 
cials  to  be  equally  factual  when  telling 
the  voters  what  they  are  spending.  They 
cannot  get  away  with  these  false  claims 
when  every  single  department  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  asking  for  more  money  than 
last  year. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  ask¬ 
ing  for  more,  as  everybody  now  seems  to 
agree. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  is  ask¬ 
ing  for  $150  million  more  this  year.  The 
Department  wants  to  add  3,497  new  em¬ 
ployees. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  is  asking  for  $694  million 
more  than  last  year  and  an  increase  in 
their  payroll  of  5,931  employees. 

The  Justice  Department  asked  for  an 
increase  of  $20  million  over  last  year 
and,  in  addition,  765  new  employees. 

The  Labor  Department  wants  $194 
million  extra  money  and  1,293  new  em¬ 
ployees. 

The  General  Services  Administration 
wants  $62  million  more  than  last  year 
and  wants  to  add  3,208  new  employees. 

The  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Ad¬ 
ministration  wants  802  more  employees. 

The  Treasury  Department  wants  to 
add  4,149  new  employees  with  an  addi¬ 
tional  appropriation  of  $421  million. 

The  President  asked  for  $111  million 
over  and  above  last  year  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
that  Department  wants  to  add  3,999  new 
employees. 

Altogether,  the  Budget  Bureau  is  ask¬ 
ing  Congress  to  give  them  extra  money 
to  enable  them  to  add  36,429  additional 
employees  to  the  Federal  payroll.  Prior 
to  this  they  had  already  added  152,291 
extra  employees. 

I  take  strong  exception  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  backhanded  claim  that  he  has  not 
increased  the  Federal  payroll.  That 
statement  cannot  be  supported  by  the 
facts.  The  President  has  said  there  are 
fewer  civilian  employees  on  the  payroll 
today  than  there  were  10  years  ago,  in 
1953.  What  does  that  prove?  In  early 
1953  a  war  was  in  progress  in  Koi'ea,  and 
the  Government  had  an  unusually  large 
number  of  civilian  employees  in  the  De¬ 
fense  Department.  Certainly  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  not  going  to  compare  the  number 
of  employees  today  with  the  number  dur¬ 
ing  wrar  years;  152,291  employees  were 
added  to  the  payi’oll  in  the  first  30 
months  of  this  administration,  and  they 
are  still  being  added  at  the  rate  of  around 
5,000  a  month.  I  do  not  intend  to  let 
the  administration  get  by  with  false  as¬ 
sertions  that  it  is  making  great  strides 
in  economy  when  it  is  spending  more 
money  in  every  single  Department  of 
Government. 

There  were  2,509,028  employees  on  the 
Federal  payaull  on  June  30,  1960.  On 
January  1,  1963,  there  were  2,356,737. 
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That  means  that  in  the  first  30  months 
President  Kennedy  had  been  in  office 
he  has  added  152,291  employees,  or  an 
addition  of  5,000  a  month.  That  is  1,250 
every  week.  On  the  basis  of  a  5-day,  40- 
hour  workweek,  he  is  adding  250  em¬ 
ployees  every  day.  Or,  reducing  the  fig¬ 
ure  still  further,  for  every  2  minutes  he 
has  been  in  office,  on  the  basis  of  a  5-day, 
40 -hour  workweek,  he  has  been  adding  1 
additional  employee. 

Yet  he  says,  “See  how  we  are  reduc¬ 
ing  expenditures.”  They  are  not  reduc¬ 
ing  expenditures.  This  is  the  most  ex¬ 
travagant  administration  ever  to  hold 
public  office.  No  man  who  operates  a 
business  would  ever  operate  in  that  way. 
I  never  had  the  opportunity  to  go  to  Har¬ 
vard  but  the  school  I  attended,  the 
School  of  Hard  Knocks,  taught  me  that 
I  cannot  conduct  my  business  by  con¬ 
tinually  spending  more  than  my  income. 
Neither  can  the  Federal  Government. 

This  administration  for  fiscal  1964  has 
the  highest  budget  that  has  ever  been 
submitted  in  the  history  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States.  This  year  it  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  record  budgets  during  World 
War  II.  This  is  the  most  spendthrift 
administration  that  has  ever  been  in 
Washington. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  anyone  who 
claims  that  the  administration  is  sav¬ 
ing  money.  But  if  Senators  accept  the 
statement  which  I  have  just  made  I  will 
not  object  to  the  Senator  from  Florida’s 
obtaining  consent,  in  the  interest  of  or¬ 
derly  procedure,  to  approve  the  amend¬ 
ments  en  bloc,  with  the  full  explanation 
that  the  bill,  when  passed,  calls  for  in¬ 
creases  in  appropriations  over  last  year. 
The  Senator  from  Florida  has  made  a 
fair  report  to  the  Senate,  and  I  compli¬ 
ment  him  on  it.  I  hope  the  President 
as  well  as  other  administrative  officials 
will  take  due  notice  of  it. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  yield  first  to  the  distinguished 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  no  disagreement  with 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  when  he 
talks  about  increased  expenditures  by 
the  Government.  The  Subcommittee  on 
Agricultural  Appropriations,  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  did  as  good  a  job  as  it 
possibly  could.  The  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  did  a  painstaking  job  on  the  bill. 
He  is  one  of  the  most  able  and  con¬ 
scientious  Members  of  the  Senate.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  more  capable  Senator. 

One  of  the  problems  is  that  Congress 
has  piled  additional  functions  on  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  For  example, 
in  years  past  billions  of  dollars  were  ap¬ 
propriated  under  the  foreign  aid  program 
for  foreign  countries  to  buy  food  from 
us.  Now  all  this  expenditure  is  piled  on 
the  Agriculture  Department,  and  it 
comes  to  Congress  as  a  charge  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  price 
support  program,  when  actually  such  ex¬ 
penditures  should  be  charged  -to  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
will  agree  with  that  statement. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  fully 
agree  with  it.  I  have  been  looking  for¬ 
ward  to  the  time  when  we  could  separate 
some  of  the  costs.  I  talked  with  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  about  it  and 
expressed  the  hope  that  we  could,  as  a 
private  project  if  nothing  else,  break  the 
costs  down. 

I  join  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
in  complimenting  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  as  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 


tee;  for  the  work  he  has  done,  not  only 
this  year,  but  in  past  years.  I  compli¬ 
ment  him  particularly  for  his  factual 
report  of  what  is  being  done. 

Perhaps  increases  for  some  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  can  be  justified.  But  all  I  am 
saying  is  that  I  expect  the  President, 
the  Budget  Bureau,  and  all  the  other  offi¬ 
cials  to  tell  the  truth  when  they  speak 
to  the  American  taxpayers.  They  should 
admit  that  this  program  and  every  other 
program  is  costing  more  than  they  did 
last  year. 

Let  no  one  be  under  any  illusions  this 
is  the  most  extravagant  and  spendthrift 
administration  that  has  ever  had  con¬ 
trol  of  our  Government.  They  appear  to 
have  very  little  conception  of  sound  eco¬ 
nomics. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  kind  statements  of  both  my 
colleagues. 

I  note  standing  on  his  feet  the  dean  of 
the  legislative  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  on  the  minority  side,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken], 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  wanted  to  get  an  insertion 
into  the  Record. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield,  then,  to  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  table  giving 
a  breakdown  of  the  various  programs  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  indicat¬ 
ing  various  programs  having  multiple 
benefits  to  the  public.  There  are  also 
data  showing  programs  predominantly 
beneficial  to  the  farmer. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 


Budget  expenditures  of  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  ( based  on  1964  budget) 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal 

year 

1962 

Esti¬ 

mated 

fiscal 

year 

1963 

Esti¬ 

mated 

fiscal 

year 

19641 

Programs  having  multiple  benefits  and  not  directly  charge¬ 
able  to  the  farmer: 

Programs  having  foreign  relations  and  defense  aspects, 
including  Public  Law  480.  . . .. . . 

2,051 

1,856 

2,016 

Food  distribution  programs,  including  the  program  for 
removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities,  school 
lunch,  and  special  milk  _ _ _ _ 

400 

480 

499 

Investment  in  REA  and  FHA  loans,  which  are  subject 
to  repayment . . _ . . . 

499 

611 

448 

Long-range  programs  for  the  improvement  of  agricul¬ 
tural  resources,  including  research,  meat  inspection, 
disease  and  pest  control,  education,  market  develop¬ 
ment  and  services,  protection  of  soil-  and  water  re¬ 
sources,  and  forest  and  public  land  management _ 

849 

939 

994 

Total., . . . . . . . 

3,859 

3,886 

3,957 

i  Reflects  budget  amendment  in  n.  Doc.  81. 


Fiscal 

year 

1962 

Esti¬ 

mated 

fiscal 

year 

1963 

Esti¬ 
mated 
fiscal 
year 
1964  * 

Programs  predominantly  for  the  benefit  of  the  farmer: 
Agricultural  conservation  program . . . _ . 

269 

231 

214 

Conservation  reserve  program _ 

344 

308 

294 

Land-use  adjustment  program _ 

6 

19 

CCC  price  support ,  supply  and  related  programs,  and 
National  Wool  Act,  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas,  and  special  agricultural  conservation  and 
adjustment  programs _ _ ^ _ 

2,117 

80 

2,980 

82 

1, 987 
84 

Sugar  Act  program.. _ _ _ 

Total.. . . . . . . 

2,810 

3,607 

2,598 

Grand  total  . . . 

6,669 

7,493 

6,555 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  now  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  merely  wish  to  remind 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  and  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Chairman  of  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Agricultural  Appropriations  that 
when  Mr.  Benson  was  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  he  submitted  a  breakdown  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  appropriations  to  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee.  At  that  time 
agricultural  appropriations  were  about 


$6  billion  a  year.  Mi-.  Benson’s  break¬ 
down  showed  that  approximately  half 
of  that  amount,  or  $3  billion,  was  prop¬ 
erly  chargeable  to  the  general  public  in¬ 
stead  of  to  American  agriculture. 
Nevertheless,  the  custom  had  grown  up 
through  the  years  of  attaching  every¬ 
thing  that  could  possibly  be  added  to  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill,  with  the 
assurance  that  everything  would  prob¬ 
ably  be  accepted  by  Congress.  In  that 


way  approximately  half  of  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriations  of  today  could  very 
properly  be  charged  to  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices,  the  State  Department,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
and  perhaps  many  other  departments  of 
the  Government. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
The  Senator’s  comment  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect.  The  proportion  is  probably  more 
than  half. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Out  of  a  total  bill 
of  about  $6  billion,  more  than  half  is 
chargeable  to  objectives  that  all  of  us 
agree  are  commendable  and  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Over  the  years,  as  the 
appropriations  for  research  have  been 
increased,  the  increase  has  been  used  for 
consumer  research  and  for  processing 
and  marketing  research,  rather  than 
production  research. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous  consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland!  ? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  reply  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  from  Delaware,  all  I 
can  say  is  that  the  facts  developed  by 
our  committee  are  truthfully  stated  in 
the  report.  We  are  under  the  budget 
estimate  for  this  fiscal  year  by  $322  mil¬ 
lion  plus.  We  are  over  the  entire  appro¬ 
priations  for  1963  by  $39  million  plus. 
The  remaining  figures  with  reference  to 
the  bill — and  we  believe  them  to  be  com¬ 
pletely  correct — are  stated  on  page  1  of 
the  report. 

As  to  the  point  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware,  I  believe 
he  is  talking  about  expenditures  in  the 
last  fiscal  year  as  compared  with  pro¬ 
posed  expenditures  in  the  next  year. 
Our  committee  does  not  deal  with  that 
subject.  It  deals  with  appropriations. 
It  deals  with  the  budget  request,  and 
that  part  of  the  request  that  we  find  to 
be  justified  and  which  we  recommend  to 
the  Senate  as  being  appropriate  to  be 
the  subject  of  the  appropriation  bill;  also 
a  few  additional  items  not  to  be  found 
in  the  budget,  but  which  we  added  to  the 
bill. 

We  shall  have  to  stand  on  our  report, 
in  which  it  is  very  clearly  stated  that  we 
are  over  the  entire  appropriations  for 
1963  for  these  various  objectives  by  $39 
million  plus. 

I  do  not  care  to  go  into  the  subject  of 
comparative  dollar  expenditures,  first, 
because  we  do  not  have  mastery  of  those 
figures,  next,  because  the  estimate  of  the 
expenditures  that  will  be  made  in  1964 
will  be  completely  beyond  the  grasp  of 
the  committee,  inasmuch  as  we  do  not 
know  what  proportion  of  the  funds  it  is 
proposed  to  spend  in  the  remaining  9 
months  of  the  year;  nor  do  we  know  what 
proportion  of  the  funds  that  still  remain 
in  the  various  agencies  within  the  De¬ 
partment  is  proposed  to  be  expended. 

Therefore,  I  hope  the  Senator  from- 
Delaware  will  be  satisfied  with  this  state¬ 
ment,  and  will  permit  the  Senate  to  pro¬ 
ceed  in  the  method  that  is  regularly  fol¬ 
lowed  in  connection  with  appropriation 
bills. 

First  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  repeat  the  figures  which  he  has 
given  about  the  number  of  new  em¬ 
ployees  that  will  go  on  the  Federal  pay¬ 
roll  if  the  budget  of  the  Government  is 
accepted,  and  also  what  the  increased 
cost  will  be,  not  only  for  the  employees 
but  also  for  other  expenditures  of  the 
Government. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  employees  that  are  asked  for 
in  the  fiscal  1964  budget,  as  submitted 
to  Congress  on  January  20,  is  36,492  over 
and  above  the  employees  already  on  the 
payroll.  As  I  pointed  out  before,  the 
administration  has  already  added  152,291 
additional  employees  between  January 
1,  1961,  and  June  30  of  this  year.  I  do 
not  have  the  figures  as  to  what  has  been 
done  since  June  30. 

When  the  President,  in  his  speeches, 
is  claiming  that  the  payroll  has  been  re¬ 
duced  as  compared  to  1953,  he  is  going 
back  10  years,  to  a  period  when  we  were 
engaged  in  a  war  in  Korea. 

That  is  no  basis  for  a  comparison,  and 
it  is  interesting  to  note  that  even  to  get 
that  comparison  he  had  to  go  back  to 
an  earlier  Democratic  administration. 

I  am  comparing  today’s  situation  with 
what  it  was  when  the  President  took 
office.  He  has  added  extra  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  at  the  rate  of  5,000  per  month 
for  every  month  he  has  been  in  office. 

Anyone  who  goes  through  the  budget 
line  by  line  will  find  that  there  is  a  re¬ 
quest  for  increased  appropriations  in 
every  department  of  the  Government, 
from  top  to  bottom. 

In  the  face  of  this  record  the  Presi¬ 
dent  claims  that  he  is  saving  $928  mil¬ 
lion  on  agriculture.  That  is  a  false 
claim.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
frankly  states  that  he  is  asking  for  an 
appropriation  which  is  $39  million  above 
last  year’s  appropriation  and  thereby 
disproves  the  President’s  claim.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  been  honest 
and  fair  in  presenting  the  report  and 
I  shall  withdraw  my  objection  to  con¬ 
sidering  the  amendments  en  bloc. 

The  only  reason  why  I  objected  yes¬ 
terday  was  that  the  President  had  made 
this  false  claim  and  I  intended  to  prove 
it  false.  Had  there  been  any  difference 
of  opinion  or  had  any  Senator  taken 
exception  to  my  statement  that  the  $928 
million  claimed  saving  was  false  I  would 
insist  on  going  through  the  bill  item  by 
item,  to  have  him  show  me  where  that 
saving  was.  I  could  not  find  it,  and 
neither  can  anyone  else.  I  withdraw 
my  objection  to  the  consideration  of  the 
amendments  en  bloc.  As  I  said  before, 
the  Senator  from  Florida  has  confirmed 
that  the  requested  appropriations  are 
above  last  year’s  appropriation.  That  is 
true  of  every  agency  of  the  Government. 

The  fact  that  now  the  administration 
is  asking  for  a  tax  cut  on  top  of  these 
large  deficits  is  absolutely  ridiculous  and 
irresponsible.  However,  I  will  not  take 
the  time  of  the  Senate  to  start  a  tax 
argument. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous  consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Florida? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  another  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  wish  to  explore  this 
subject.  To  obtain  a  correct  figure  on 
the  number  of  new  employees  placed  on 
the  payroll  since  January  1,  1961,  and 
the  number  that  will  be  employed  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1964,  it  is  necessary 
to  take  the  figure  of  152,291,  the  number 


September  26 

that  was  placed  on  the  payroll  up  to 
June  30  of  this  year,  and  add  to  that 
figure  the  figure  of  36,492,  which  is  the 
figure  envisioned  by  the  money  asked 
for  in  the  1964  budget.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  would  make  a 
total  of  188,783  additional  employees. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  With  reference  to 
the  36,492  that  are  intended  to  be  added 
in  fiscal  year  1964,  what  is  the  present 
average  salary?  Has  the  Senator  made 
that  calculation? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
not  calculated  it  to  see  what  it  would 
amount  to  in  dollars.  Of  course,  it  will 
call  for  additional  appropriations ;  there 
is  no  doubt  about  that. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  calculate  it  in  this 
way:  I  assume  the  average  salary  is 
$6,000.  That  means  an  additional  $202 
million  for  the  next  fiscal  year  alone. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
not  calculated  it.  The  point  I  was  mak¬ 
ing  is  that  it  was  not  possible  to  increase 
expenditures  in  every  department  of 
Government,  add  additional  employees 
over  and  above  the  number  that  were 
employed  previously,  keep  spending- 
more  and  more  money,  and  then  say, 
“We  are  cutting  down  expenditures.”  I 
do  not  intend  to  sit  back  and  let  any¬ 
one — either  the  President  or  any  other 
official — get  away  with  creating  that 
false  impression. 

I  appreciate  the  tolerance  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida.  I  am  sorry  to  have 
caused  him  delay. 

Since  no  Senator  has  taken  exception 
to  my  remarks  here  today,  since  Sena¬ 
tors  are  willing  to  accept  the  fact  that 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  erroneous 
in  its  earlier  claim,  I  withdraw  my  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  consideration  of  the 
amendments  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida  that  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed  to 
en  bloc  are,  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  6,  after  the  word  “utiliza¬ 
tion”,  to  strike  out  “marketing,”;  in  line  24, 
after  the  word  “for”,  to  strike  out  “five”  and 
insert  “two”,  and  in  line  25,  after  the  word 
“exceed”,  to  strike  out  “$40,000”  and  insert 
“$50,000”. 

On  page  3,  line  8,  after  the  word  “prod¬ 
ucts”,  to  strike  out  “agricultural  marketing 
and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
including  related  cost  and  efficiency  evalua¬ 
tions;”;  in  line  14,  after  the  figures  “$100”, 
to  strike  out  "$94,045,000”  and  insert  “$91,- 
811,700”;  in  line  15,  after  the  amendment 
just  above  stated,  to  strike  out  “;  plus  $400.- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  for 
construction,  alteration,  and  equipping  of 
facilities;  in  all  $94,445,000;  Provided,  That, 
in  addition,  not  more  than  $5,000,000  may  be 
transferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  this  appropriation,  in  accordance 
with  the  Act  of  June  29,  1948  (15  U.S.C. 
714b),  for  cost  of  production  and  other  re¬ 
search  designed  to  decrease  the  present  or 
future  investment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  agricultural  commodities, 
such  research  to  be  conducted  through  con¬ 
tracts  and  grants  as  authorized  by  the  Act 
of  August  14,  1946,  as  amended”  and  in  lieu 
thereof,  to  insert  a  colon  and  “ Provided , 
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That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $35,000,000 
may  be  transferred  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  this  appropriation,  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  June  29,  1948  (15 
U.S.C.  714b),  for  utilization  research  and  de¬ 
velopment,  cost  of  production  research,  and 
other  related  research  designed  to  reduce  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  held  or  to  be  held  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  such 
amounts  as  are  required  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  alteration,  and  equipping  of  research 
facilities  for  utilization  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  shall  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended:”. 

On  page  5,  line  2,  after  “(21  U.S.C. 
114b-c)”,  to  strike  out  “$59,505,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$66,821,500”,  and  in  line  9,  after  “per 
centum”,  to  insert  a  colon  and  “ Provided, 
further,  That  no  funds  shall  be  available  for 
carrying  out  the  screwworm  eradication  pro¬ 
gram  that  does  not  require  minimum  match¬ 
ing  by  State  or  local  sources  of  at  least  50 
per  centum  of  the  expenses  of  production, 
irradiation,  and  release  of  the  screwworm 
flies”. 

On  page  6,  line  6,  after  the  word  “butter”, 
to  strike  out  “$27,638,000"  and  insert 
“$28,126,250”. 

On  page  6,  after  line  15,  to  insert: 

“SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN 
CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 

“For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which 
accrue  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704) ,  for  market  devel¬ 
opment  research  authorized  by  section  104(a) 
and  for  agricultural  and  forestry  research 
and  other  functions  related  thereto  author¬ 
ized  by  section  104 (k)  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704(a)  (k)),  to 
remain  available  until  expended,  $2,500,000: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available,  in  addition  to  other  appropriations 
for  these  purposes,  for  the  purchase  of  the 
foregoing  currencies:  Provided  further,  That 
funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  to 
purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  De¬ 
partment  determines  are  needed  and  can  be 
used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  paragraph,  and  such  foreign 
currencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  104(a),  be  set  aside  for  sale  to 
the  Department  before  foreign  currencies 
which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made 
available  for  other  United  States  uses:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  of 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  pur¬ 
chase  of  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  .** 

On  page  7,  line  21,  after  the  word  “includ¬ 
ing”,  to  strike  out  “$38,113,000”  and  insert 
“$40,613,000”,  and  on  page  8,  line  14,  to  strike 
out  “$40,383,000”  and  insert  “$42,883,000”. 

On  page  8,  at  the  beginning  of  line  22,  to 
strike  out  “$63,020,000”  and  insert  “$68,430,- 
000”,  and  on  page  9,  line  3,  after  the  word 
“all”,  to  strike  out  “$64,590,000”  and  insert 
“$70,000,000”. 

On  page  9,  line  13,  after  the  word  “em¬ 
ployees”,  to  strike  out  “$7,110,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$7,435,000”. 

On  page  10,  line  10,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)”,  to  strike  out  “$1,195,000”  and  insert 
“$1,201,000”. 

On  page  10,  line  23,  after  the  word  “air¬ 
craft”,  to  strike  out  “$97,480,000”  and  insert 
“$99,000,000”. 

On  page  12,  line  10,  after  the  word  "ex¬ 
pended”,  to  strike  out  “$63,222,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$63,992,000”. 

On  page  13,  line  23,  after  “(16  U.S.C. 
590p)”,  to  strike  out  “$12,994,000”  and  insert 
“$14,640,000”. 


On  page  15,  line  10,  after  the  word  “prod¬ 
ucts”,  to  strike  out  “$9,832,000”  and  insert 
“$9,965,700”. 

On  page  16,  line  8,  after  the  word  “laws”, 
to  strike  out  "$11,079,000”  and  insert 
“$11,486,000”. 

On  page  16,  after  line  12,  to  strike  out: 

“MARKETING  SERVICES 

“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  serv¬ 
ices  related  to  agricultural  marketing  and 
distribution  as  authorized  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  con¬ 
nected  therewith  and  for  administration  and 
coordination  of  payments  to  States;  and  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $75  per 
diem  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carrying  out  section 
201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7 

U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203(j)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946;  $37,061,000.” 

And  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert: 

"MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  re¬ 
search  and  service  to  improve  and  develop 
marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agri¬ 
culture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) 
and  other  laws,  including  the  administration 
of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith;  research  and  development,  in¬ 
cluding  related  cost  and  efficiency  evalua¬ 
tions,  and  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying 
out  regulatory  acts  connected  therewith,  and 
for  administration  and  coordination  of  pay¬ 
ments  to  States;  and  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  at  rates 
not  to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) 
in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to  201(d),  in¬ 
clusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and 
section  203(j)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946',  $44,514,100,  of  which  $1,600,- 
000  is  to  remain  available  until  expended  for 
the  construction  of  a  peanut  quality  research 
facility  and  the  acquisition  of  the  necessary 
land  therefor  by  donation:  Provided,  That  re¬ 
search  investigations  undertaken  at  the  na¬ 
tional  peanut  quality  evaluation  laboratory 
must  be  truly  national  in  scope  and  must 
give  equivalent  treatment  to  the  different 
types  of  peanuts  produced  and  marketed  in 
the  major  peanut  producing  areas:  Provided 
further.  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of 
buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 
otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any 
one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $20,000,  except  for  one  building  to  be 
constructed  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $50,000, 
and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500 
or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater.” 

On  page  18,  line  19,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1623 
(b ) )  ”,  to  strike  out  “$1,425,000”  and  insert 
“$1,500,000”. 

On  page  19,  line  23,  after  the  word  “than”, 
to  strike  out  “$40,000,000”  and  insert  “$51,- 
500,000”,  and  on  page  20,  line  1,  after  the 
word  “Program”,  to  strike  out  the  comma 
and  "and  (5)  not  more  than  $25,000,000  for 
transfer  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  be  used  to  increase  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  of  any  farm  commodity  or  farm 
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commodities  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  supply  and 
hereafter  such  sums  as  may  be  approved  by 
the  Congress  shall  be  available  for  such  pur¬ 
pose.” 

On  page  20,  line  17,  after  "(7  U.S.C.  1766)  ”, 
to  strike  out  "$18,505,000”  and  insert 
“$19,039,000”. 

On  page  21,  line  7,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  l-17a)  ”, 
to  strike  out  “$1,093,000”  and  insert  “$1,095,- 
000”. 

On  page  21,  line  24,  after  the  word  “Cor¬ 
poration”,  to  strike  out  "$105,737,000”  and 
insert  "$107,091,400”,  and  on  page  22,  line  7, 
after  the  word  “appropriation”,  to  insert  a 
colon  and  “ Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made  available 
under  this  Act  shall  be  used,  (1)  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence 
agricultural  legislation  except  as  permitted 
in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other 
expenses  of  members  of  county  and  com¬ 
munity  committees  established  pursuant  to 
section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for 
engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  ad¬ 
visory  and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated 
program  functions  prescribed  in  administra¬ 
tive  regulations.” 

On  page  23,  line  17,  after  the  word  “farm¬ 
ers,”  to  strike  out  “ Provided  further.  That 
no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  1964  program 
may  be  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  for  drainage  on  wetlands  now 
designated  as  Wetland  types  3  (III),  4  (IV), 
and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of 
the  Interior  Fish  and  Wilflife  Service  Cir¬ 
cular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United  States 
1956”  and  insert  “Provided  further.  That  no 
portion  of  the  funds  for  the  1964  program 
may  be  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  in  any  State  of  the  Union 
for  drainage  of  Wetlands,  except  as  subject 
to  the  same  conditions  as  are  provided  by 
Public  Law  87-732,  approved  October  2, 
1962.” 

On  page  26,  line  21,  after  “(76  Stat.  606)”, 
to  strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and  insert  “$12,- 
150,000.” 

On  page  27,  line  16,  after  the  word., 
“service,”  to  strike  out  “$3,953,000”  and 
insert  “$3,987,000.” 

On  page  28,  line  22,  after  the  word 
“Library”,  to  strike  out  “$1,420,000”  and 
insert  “$1,426,140”. 

On  page  29,  line  13,  after  the  word  “Agri¬ 
culture”,  to  strike  out  “$3,735,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$3,760,550.” 

On  page  30,  line  24,  after  “(5  U.S.C.  55a)”, 
to  strike  out  "$11,162,000”  and  insert  “$11,- 
287,000”. 

On  page  31,  after  line  13,  to  insert: 

“RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

“For  rural  housing  loans,  $25,000,000,  to 
be  made  available  in  addition  to  and  in  the 
same  manner  and  under  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  applicable  to  funds  provided  under 
section  511  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.” 

On  page  31,  line  23,  after  word  “amended”, 
to  strike  out  "$1,000,000”  and  insert  “$1,350,- 
000”. 

On  page  32,  line  7,  to  strike  out  “$2,000,- 
000”  and  insert  “$3,500,000”. 

On  page  32,  line  16,  after  “(40  U.S.C.  440- 
444)”,  to  strike  out  "$38,367,000”  and  insert 
“$39,367,000”. 

On  page  33,  line  16,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses”,  to  strike  out  “$6,950,000”  and  insert 
“$7,210,000”. 

On  page  33,  line  19,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
ceed”,  to  strike  out  "$3,530,000”  and  insert 
"$3,480,000”. 

On  page  34,  line  2,  after  “(15  U.S.C.  713a- 
11,  713a-12)”,  to  strike  out  "$2,500,000,000” 
and  insert  “$2,699,400,000”. 

On  page  35,  line  13,  after  the  word  “Act”,  to 
strike  out  “$1,452,000,000”  and  insert  “$1,- 
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252,000,000”,  and  in  line  17,  to  strike  out 
”$52,515,000”  and  insert  “$79,000,000”. 

On  page  35,  line  22,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1641- 
1642)”,  to  strike  out  ”$86,218,000”  and  insert 
“$92,356,000”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND;,  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  courtesy  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio  to  the  fact  that  the 
figures  stated  as  those  being  added  this 
year  will  be  reduced  from  those  totals  to 
be  added  this  year  in  considerable 
amount,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  bill  as 
reported  recommends  an  amount  of  $322 
million  under  the  total  of  the  budget  re¬ 
quest.  It  will  not  be  a  large  diminution 
of  the  requested  amounts;  but  for  fear 
the  Record  might  not  reflect  that  fact, 
I  thought  this  was  the  appropriate  time 
to  make  the  statement. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alabama  will  state  it. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Have  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendments  been  agreed  to  en  bloc? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
committee  amendments  have  been 
agreed  to  en  bloc. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  amendments  have  been 
agreed  to  en  bloc  under  the  customary 
arrangement  by  which  no  points  of  or¬ 
der  are  waived,  and  any  Senator  who 
disagrees  with  any  substantive  amend¬ 
ment  will  not  be  precluded  from  making 
objection. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  so  understand. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
and  I  had  a  colloquy  with  respect  to  the 
rural  housing  program.  I  said  I  would 
speak  at  greater  length  on  the  subject  to¬ 
day.  I  shall  not  take  much  time,  but 
I  wish  to  present  some  pertinent  facts  for 
the  Record. 

A  little  more  than  14  years  ago  after 
traveling  through  many  of  the  rural 
areas  of  this  Nation,  talking  to  many 
farmers  and  seeing  the  deplorable  hous¬ 
ing  in  which  rural  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try  live,  I,  on  January  27,  1949,  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill,  S.  685,  to  provide  assistance 
to  farmers  in  securing  farm  housing  and 
other  farm  buildings.  This  bill  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  and,  after  due  consideration 
by  the  committee,  the  provisions  of  S.  685 
were  included  in  title  V  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949. 

In  many  circles,  the  1949  Housing  Act 
is  considered  one  of  the  most  outstanding 
pieces  of  housing  legislation  ever  passed 
by  the  Congress. 

The  majority  of  people  remember  the 
act  because  of  title  I;  that  is,  the  title 
that  established  the  modern-day  pro¬ 
gram  of  urban  renewal  which  has  been 
so  beneficial  to  our  cities.  There  are 
many  others,  however,  who  remember 
it — namely,  the  farmers  of  this  Nation — 
because  it  provided,  for  the  first  time, 
a  financial  means  for  them  to  secure  for 
their  families,  their  tenants,  lessees, 
sharecroppers,  and  laborers,  safe  and  de¬ 
cent  housing  and  sanitary  living  condi¬ 
tions. 


It  is  true  that  other  programs  were 
enacted  prior  to  the  1949  act  which  were 
supposed  to  help  farmers  with  their 
housing  needs.  These  programs,  how¬ 
ever — and  I  refer  particularly  to  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act — 
were  geared  to  the  purchase  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  family-size  farms — housing  was 
secondary — and  they  were  of  little  help 
to  the  farmer  who  owned  his  land  and 
needed  decent  housing. 

In  general,  title  V  of  the  1949  act 
provided  for : 

First.  Loans  for  housing  and  buildings 
on  adequate  farms  up  to  33  years  at 
not  more  than  4  percent  interest. 

Second.  Similar  loans  for  housing  and 
buildings  on  potentially  adequate  farms, 
supplemented  by  annual  contributions 
applied  as  a  partial  credit  on  interest 
and  principal  payments  to  owners  of 
farms  which,  through  enlargement  or 
improvement,  can  be  made  self-sustain¬ 
ing  within  a  period  of  not  less  than  10 
years. 

Third.  Loans  and  grants  for  minor  im¬ 
provements  and  minimum  repairs  to 
farm  housing  and  buildings  to  assure 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  and 
buildings,  and  loans  to  enlarge  or  develop 
farms. 

The  1949  act  authorized  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  loan  through  fiscal  year 
1953,  $250  million  for  the  construction 
of  farm  homes  and  buildings.  • 

The  program  got  off  to  a  fine  start. 
During  fiscal  year  1950,  more  than  3,700 
loans,  aggregating  in  excess  of  $17  mil¬ 
lion  were  made. 

I  remember  very  vividly  being  at  the 
ground-breaking  ceremonies  of  the  first 
house  to  be  built  with  the  proceeds  of  a 
title  V  housing  loan.  This  occurred 
almost  14  years  ago  in  Jackson  County, 
Ala.  The  loan  was  made  to  a  Mr.  Jones. 
I  well  remember  how  delighted  he  and 
Mrs.  Jones  were  that  they  were  to  have 
decent  housing  in  which  to  live.  I  might 
add,  parenthetically,  that  within  the 
last  year  or  so  Mr.  Jones  paid  his  loan  in 
full. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  yield? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true,  as  a 
matter  of  history,  that  the  repayment  of 
these  loans  has  been  phenomenal  and 
that  the  venture  has  been  an  excellent 
one  for  the  Government  to  engage  in 
from  that  point  of  view? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  A  little  later,  I  intended  to  state 
that  the  total  principal  writeoffs  and 
judgments  outstanding  amount  to  less 
than  $99,500  or  two  one-hundredths  of  1 
percent.  This  is  an  excellent  record  and 
speaks  very  well  for  the  farmers  of  the 
country  who  sought  to  have  decent 
housing. 

The  program  continued  to  progress 
and,  in  fiscal  year  1951,  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  made  over  5,000 
loans,  aggregating  more  than  $24  mil¬ 
lion.  By  1952  when  an  additional  4,051 
loans,  aggregating  over  $20  million,  were 
made,  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  had  made  loans  under  the  title  V 
program  in  all  but  one  of  the  then  48 
States.  Rhode  Island  was  the  exception. 

When  the  new  administration  took 
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over  in  1953,  it  was  decided  that  the 
title  V  program  should  be  administered 
on  a  very  limited  basis  and  the  program 
would  be  phased  out.  Thus,  in  fiscal 
year  1953,  the  number  of  loans  dropped 
to  3,272  and  in  fiscal  1954, to  2,676. 

The  Congress  saw  matters  somewhat 
differently,  however,  and  in  1954  con¬ 
tinued  the  program  by  authorizing  $100 
million  for  farm  housing  loans  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1954,  1955,  and  1956. 

Notwithstanding,  no  title  V  loans  were 
made  during  fiscal  year  1955. 

Early  in  calendar  year  1956  when  the 
general  economy  began  to  slump,  it  was 
decided  that  the  farm  housing  loan  pro¬ 
gram  might  be  helpful  in  bolstering  the 
economy  in  rural  and  farm  areas,  and 
the  program  was  reactivated.  Simulta¬ 
neously  in  1956,  Congress  again  extended 
the  program  with  an  additional  $450 
million  lending  authority  to  expire  on 
June  30, 1961. 

During  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year 
1956,  some  500  loans,  aggregating  about 
$3.6  million,  were  made  and  the  program 
continued  on  a  very  limited  basis  through 
fiscal  year  1960. 

The  1961  Housing  Act  significantly 
amended  the  title  V  housing  program. 
The  President’s  housing  message  of  that 
year  pointed  out  a  housing  gap — the 
rural  resident — and  Congress  was  quick 
to  act. 

Title  V  was  extended  by  the  1961 
Housing  Act  to  rural  nonfarm  families. 
Thus,  the  program  became  a  tool,  not 
only  for  farmers,  but  also  for  all  rural 
families  to  provide  the  decent  housing 
they  needed.  The  loans  under  the 
amendment  are  the  same  as  originally 
provided  in  the  title  V  program,  they 
bear  4-percent  interest  and  are  repay¬ 
able  over  periods  up  to  33  years. 

The  1961  act  also  authorized  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  to  make 
small  home  improvement  loans  without 
taking  a  mortgage  on  the  farm  for  se¬ 
curity.  This  action  was  taken  to  cut 
down  loan  closing  costs  and  speed  up 
loanmaking. 

Domestic  farm  labor  benefits  from  the 
legislation,  too,  since  the  1961  act  au¬ 
thorized  for  the  first  time  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  to  insure  loans 
which  will  provide  such  laborers  with 
housing  and  related  facilities.  These 
loans  may  be  made  to  farmowners,  as¬ 
sociations  of  farmers,  State  and  local 
government  units,  and  nonprofit  asso¬ 
ciations.  Under  this  insured  loan  pro¬ 
gram,  funds  are  provided  by  private 
lenders.  The  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  deducts  an  administrative  charge 
for  making  and  servicing  the  loans  and 
guaranteeing  their  repayment  to  the  pri¬ 
vate  lender. 

In  addition,  the  1961  legislation  au¬ 
thorized  up  to  $250,000  per  year  for  re¬ 
search  in  farm  housing  needs,  design, 
and  construction.  I  understand  that  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  has 
moved  rapidly  to  do  these  things:  first, 
analyze  the  housing  information  con¬ 
tained  in  the  agriculture  census  of  1959 
and  the  population  census  of  1960  to  de¬ 
termine  the  adequacy  of  existing  farm 
housing;  second,  study  the  economic 
problem  faced  by  low-income  farmers 
and  other  persons  who  need  better  hous- 
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ing  and  are  eligible  under  the  law  but 
who  cannot  afford  the  price;  and  third, 
investigate  ways  to  improve  the  design, 
utility,  comfort,  and  construction  of 
farm  housing,  including  the  use  of  new 
building  materials. 

Under  the  1961  act,  the  county  com¬ 
mitteemen  of  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  continue  to  determine 
eligible  loan  applicants.  Because  these 
men  have  lived  in  the  community  for 
years,  they  know  the  needs  for  housing 
and  they  make  certain  that  the  benefits 
of  the  act  go  only  to  those  for  whom 
the  benefits  are  intended.  The  county 
committee  fills  an  important  gap  here 
because  the  law  requires  that  rural  hous¬ 
ing  loans  be  made  only  to  those  who  are 
unable  to  obtain  adequate  financing 
from  other  sources. 


As  I  stated  a  moment  ago,  in  1956 
Congress  continued  the  farm  housing 
program  through  fiscal  year  1961  by  add¬ 
ing  an  additional  $450  million  loan  au¬ 
thority  to  the  program.  In  1961,  there 
was  an  unused  balance  of  approximately 
$200  million  of  the  1956  authorization. 
The  1961  Housing  Act  extended  the  pro¬ 
gram  by  making  available  the  unused 
balance  and  by  supplementing  it  with 
an  additional  $200  million. 

Since  the  1961  amendments,  activity 
under  the  program  has  increased 
sharply. 

In  the  past  2V2  years,  more  loans 
have  been  made  for  rural  housing  than 
in  the  previous  11  years  of  the  program’s 
existence.  Since  1949  when  the  pro¬ 
gram  began,  a  total  of  $606,518,000  has 


been  loaned  to  help  improve  the  housing 
conditions  of  some  -77,500  farmers  and 
rural  families.  Approximately  $326.5 
million,  or  54  percent,  of  this  amount 
has  been  loaned  since  January  1961. 

The  vast  bulk  of  the  funds  to  date, 
approximately  $606  million,  have  been 
loaned  to  individuals  to  build,  remodel 
or  repair  their  homes. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks  tables  showing  the  total  num¬ 
ber  and  amount  of  farm  housing  loans 
made,  by  States,  from  1950  through 
May  31, 1963. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 


Rural  housing  loans  made  during  1950  and  1951  fiscal  years 


State 


U.S.  total. 

Alabama . 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Colorado . . 

Connecticut . 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ _ 

Georgia _ 

Hawaii _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois . . 

Indiana. . 

Iowa . . ... 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts.. 

Michigan . 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana . 

Nebraska . 

Nevada . . 

New  Hampshire 

New  Jersey . 

New  Mexico.  ... 

New  York . 

North  Carolina . 
North  Dakota.. 

Ohio . 

Oklahoma . . 

Oregon . . 

Pennsylvania... 
Rhode  Island... 
South  Carolina.. 
South  Dakota. .. 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ _ 

Utah . — 

Vermont . . 

Virginia.. . 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia. .. 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Virgin  Islands... 


1950  fiscal  year 


1951  fiscal  year 


Number 

N  umber 

Total 

Total 

initial 

amount 

amount 

Initial 

Subsequent 

Total 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

3, 791 

$17, 229,-474 

5, 154 

142 

5,296 

$24, 104,  841 

226 

1,150,270 

232 

7 

239 

1,184,410 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

1,000 

20 

112, 000 

28 

1 

29 

175,  580 

83 

276,190 

232 

4 

236 

703, 871 

128 

672, 880 

118 

0 

118 

602,  708 

30 

139,160 

67 

'  2 

69 

393, 555 

3 

6,027 

9 

0 

9 

32,  490 

0 

0 

2 

1 

3 

13, 540 

59 

267, 355 

92 

7 

99 

461,246 

260 

1,042,530 

329 

14 

343 

1,496,304 

21 

179, 940 

25 

1 

26 

182,  015 

87 

518, 450 

119 

4 

123 

692, 989 

83 

293, 610 

87 

2 

89 

329,168 

54 

235, 165 

97 

0 

97 

431.957 

43 

194, 915 

65 

2 

67 

260, 605 

53 

203, 300 

86 

1 

87 

422, 363 

80 

342,342 

102 

9 

111 

480.  509 

123 

518,210 

185 

3 

188 

899,  086 

49 

164,  834 

80 

4 

84 

296,  908 

35 

145,  475 

22 

0 

22 

97, 155 

2 

6,200 

5 

0 

5 

28,  796 

85 

386, 069 

149 

6 

155 

705,  634 

53 

196,  667 

79 

0 

79 

299,014 

151 

530,  750 

277 

3 

280 

1,072,  109 

180 

550,  380 

220 

2 

222 

734,  270 

48 

296,  345 

47 

2 

49 

221,  070 

101 

456,  865 

130 

2 

132 

516,  927 

6 

44,  300 

7 

1 

8 

49,  100 

1 

500 

3 

0 

3 

8.895 

23 

82,  574 

33 

0 

33 

143,  515 

54 

244,  329 

58 

5 

63 

279, 350 

35 

128,110 

47 

0 

47 

216,  857 

115 

535,  565 

194 

3 

197 

947,  916 

15 

67,830 

64 

0 

64 

348,241 

25 

98,  815 

60 

2 

62 

278,  780 

256 

1, 165, 174 

303 

17 

320 

1,  385,  425 

49 

344,  066 

67 

0 

67 

421,  258 

89 

333,  813 

130 

1 

131 

443, 199 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

104 

552, 390 

177 

2 

179 

954,  967 

48 

237,  964 

70 

0 

70 

332,  401 

137 

606,  340 

192 

3 

195 

966, 182 

338 

1,  567,  099 

309 

2 

311 

1,  617,013 

'  75 

469,  012 

100 

2 

102 

574. 186 

1 

3,170 

7 

1 

8 

25, 175 

80 

448,  484 

93 

12 

105 

518, 362 

49 

371, 125 

64 

1 

65 

402,  954 

63 

347,  005 

76 

8 

84 

485,  689 

58 

234, 650 

90 

4 

94 

355,  997 

45 

218,  810 

45 

1 

46 

240,  980 

67 

240,  920 

77 

0 

77 

333,  684 

1 

1,600 

3 

0 

3 

8,830 

Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA. 
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♦ 

Rural  housing  loans  made  during  1952  and  1953  fiscal  years 


September  26 


State 

1962  fiscal  year 

1953  fiscal  year 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(4) 

- 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(8) 

Initial 

(1) 

Subsequent 

(2) 

Total 

(3) 

Initial 

(5) 

Subsequent 

(6) 

Total 

(7) 

TT.S.  total . . 

4,051 

204 

4,256 

$20, 776, 854 

3,272 

173 

3,445 

$19, 110, 020 

Alabama . . . . - . — . . 

208 

4 

212 

1, 170, 701 

219 

1 

220 

1, 357, 098 

Alaska. - - - - - - - - - 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona... _ _ 

26 

1 

26 

189,  623 

14 

0 

14 

122,  897 

Arkansas _ _ 

323 

12 

335 

979, 353 

195 

13 

208 

714,  927 

California - - - - - - - - 

91 

6 

97 

532,  778 

60 

1 

61 

470,  204 

Colorado... . . . . . 

53 

6 

59 

303,  963 

46 

1 

47 

303,  646 

Connecticut  _ _ _ _ _ 

12 

0 

12 

37,  850 

9 

0 

9 

66,  970 

Delaware.. . . . . . . 

3 

0 

3 

12,  750 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Florida . . . . 

107 

9 

116 

648, 163 

60 

2 

62 

405,  013 

Georgia _ _ _ _ _ _ 

267 

19 

286 

1, 347,  002 

168 

13 

181 

992,  231 

Hawaii _ _ _ _ _ 

31 

1 

32 

265,  640 

19 

1 

20 

161,674 

Idaho . . . . . . . . . .  ._ 

47 

7 

54 

294, 352 

•  51 

3 

54 

338,  860 

Illinois _ 

58 

2 

60 

253,  413 

64 

2 

66 

252,  044 

Indiana . . . . . . . . 

72 

•  7 

79 

354,  220 

52 

3 

55 

315,  315 

Iowa. . . . . . . . . . . 

116 

1 

116 

527,  870 

75 

1 

76 

389,  469 

Kansas _ _ _ _ _ _ 

62 

3 

65 

356,  936 

48 

4 

52 

289,  897 

Kentucky..  .  . . . . 

67 

6 

73 

387,  005 

121 

4 

125 

721,  295 

Louisiana _ _ _ _ _ 

132 

4 

136 

703, 117 

121 

4 

125 

698, 402 

Maine _ _ 

58 

3 

61 

233,  255 

44 

8 

52 

205, 233 

Maryland . . .  . 

34 

0 

34 

187,  981 

32 

3 

35 

201,035 

Massachusetts  .  _ 

7 

0 

7 

38,  452 

4 

0 

4 

18,  010 

Michigan _ _ _ _ 

69 

13 

82 

321,  214 

62 

6 

68 

322, 039 

Minnesota _ _ _ _ _ 

-70 

1 

71 

314,  913 

68 

0 

68 

305,  961 

Mississippi- . . . . . . . . 

301 

9 

310 

1,  227,  004 

251 

11 

262 

1, 176,  620 

Missouri  . . . . . . . . 

205 

5 

210 

804,  094 

179 

2 

181 

779,  964 

Montana.  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ... 

33 

3 

36 

186,  900 

33 

3 

36 

227,  208 

Nebraska _ _ _ _ _ 

69 

0 

69 

323,  258 

39 

2 

41 

210,  760 

Nevada  . . . . .  . .  ...  .  . . 

6 

1 

7 

43,  295 

3 

0 

3 

19,  612 

New  Hampshire .  . . . 

4 

0 

4 

12, 125 

4 

0 

4 

18,  950 

New  Jersey _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

32 

1 

33 

178,  621 

37 

1 

38 

243, 198 

New  Mexico... _ _ _ _  .  _ _ _ _ 

52 

5 

57 

340,  557 

41 

1 

42 

266,  353 

New  York.  . . . . 

32 

1 

33 

171,  465 

27 

3 

30 

202,  859 

North  Carolina . . . . . . . . 

167 

4 

171 

909,  275 

150 

6 

155 

1,090,111 

North  Dakota.. . . . . . .  . . . 

39 

1 

40 

239,  363 

46 

2 

48 

324,  694 

47 

2 

49 

205,  595 

49 

--  3 

62 

227,  700 

Oklahoma _ _ _  ..  . . .  _  _  .. 

208 

13 

221 

1,  084,  014 

121 

9 

130 

777,  766 

Oregon-  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

53 

2 

55 

323,  919 

25 

2 

27 

168,  226 

Pennsylvania _ _  _  —  . . . 

73 

2 

75 

394,023 

56 

8 

64 

302,  713 

Rhode  Island _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

5,  570 

South  Carolina _ _ _  _  —  . 

145 

3 

148 

845,  963 

94 

2 

96 

653,  090 

South  Dakota  . . . .  . 

28 

0 

28 

140,  340 

39 

6 

44 

250,  524 

Tennessee . . . . . .  . . . . . 

57 

4 

61 

323,  709 

106 

1 

107 

633,  334 

Texas _ _  _ _ _ _ 

234 

6 

240 

1,  506, 133 

147 

7 

154 

977,  685 

40 

4 

44 

230,  649 

31 

1 

32 

226,  699 

Vermont . .  .  .  ..  . 

5 

0 

5 

17,  650 

3 

1 

4 

18,  280 

Virginia.  _ 

64 

13 

77 

457,  670 

64 

9 

73 

480, 093 

Washington - - - 

41 

5 

46 

265, 079 

34 

3 

37 

216,  528 

West  Virginia _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

45 

8 

53 

262,  653 

35 

4 

39 

288,  717 

Wisconsin _  .  - - 

61 

3 

64 

310, 034 

63 

9 

62 

275,  278 

Wyoming _ .■ _ _ _ 

27 

4 

31 

162,  895 

16 

8 

24 

117, 092 

Puerto  Rico  _ 

65 

0 

65 

319,  720 

53 

1 

54 

271,  626 

Virgin  Islands - - - - - 

7 

0 

7 

30,300 

2 

0 

2 

16,  500 

Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA. 


Rural  housing  loans  made  during  195 4  and  1956  fiscal  years 


State 

1954  fiscal  year 

1956  fiscal  year  i 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(4) 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(8) 

Initial 

(1) 

Subsequent 

(2) 

Total 

(3) 

Initial 

(5) 

Subsequent 

(6) 

Total 

(7) 

U.S.  total.... . . . 

2,676 

129 

2, 805 

$16, 014, 793 

506 

40 

546 

$3,  699, 297 

Alabama . . . . . . 

177 

0 

177 

880, 022 

31 

6 

37 

273, 998 

Alaska _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona _ 

16 

0 

16 

145, 462 

3 

0 

3 

23,  956 

Arkansas _ 

153 

14 

167 

601, 066 

35 

4 

39 

198,  284 

California _ 

60 

1 

61 

536,  621 

8 

0 

8 

83,  764 

Colorado _ _ _ _ _ 

30 

0 

30 

188,  963 

1 

0 

1 

9,353 

Connecticut _ 

1 

1 

2 

8,  745 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Delaware _  _ _ _ _ 

0 

0 

0 

-  0 

0 

0 

.0 

0 

Florida _ _ _ 

48 

1 

49 

379, 978 

20 

2 

22 

162,  066 

Georgia _ _ _ _ _ 

146 

7 

153 

874,  496 

29 

6 

35 

204,  086 

Hawaii _ 

7 

0 

7 

48,  950 

4 

0 

4 

45, 830 

37 

1 

38 

265, 361 

5 

0 

5 

42,  462 

Illinois _ 

66 

5 

71 

293, 373 

7 

1 

8 

45,  592 

Indiana _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

42 

8 

50 

300,  780 

3 

0 

3 

21,  007 

67 

3 

70 

352, 002 

0 

0 

0 

284 

Kansas _ _ _ 

33 

4 

37 

261,  757 

4 

0 

4 

20,  963 

Kentucky . . . . . 

33 

4 

37 

26, 1767 

4 

0 

4 

20,  963 

Louisiana . . . . . . . 

84 

1 

85 

533, 185 

28 

0 

28 

213,  983 

Maine _ _ _ _  _ 

36 

7 

43 

179,  093 

6 

0 

6 

51,  037 

Maryland  _ 

24 

0 

24 

185,  325 

4 

1 

5 

33,  410 

Massachusetts _ 

4 

0 

4 

26,  350 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Michigan _ _ _ 

66 

2 

68 

359, 937 

13 

1 

14 

93, 643 

Minnesota _ _ 

53 

0 

63 

230, 051 

4 

0 

4 

35,  469 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Rural  housing  loans  made  during  1954  1956  fiscal  years — Continued 


State 

1964  fiscal  year 

1956  fiscal  year  1 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(4) 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(8) 

Initial 

(1) 

Subsequent 

(2) 

Total 

(3) 

Initial 

(5) 

Subsequent 

(6) 

Total 

(7) 

Mississippi . . . 

184 

5 

189 

$958, 195 

73 

0 

73 

$396, 605 

Missouri . 

161 

3 

154 

540, 132 

23 

5 

28 

124, 420 

Montana _ _ _ _ _. 

30 

3 

33 

244,  542 

3 

0 

3 

10, 243 

Nebraska . . . . . 

30 

1 

31 

184,  961 

2 

0 

2 

24,  456 

Nevada . . . . . 

2 

1 

3 

13, 147 

0 

0 

0 

324 

New  Hampshire . . . 

4 

0 

4 

25, 000 

2 

0 

2 

7,  950 

New  Jersey.. . . . . 

30 

1 

37 

179, 186 

4 

0 

4 

30,  923 

Now  Mexico.. . . . . . . 

36 

0 

36 

241,  785 

i 

0 

1 

18,288 

New  York . . . . . 

28 

0 

28 

218,  691 

0 

0 

0 

6,  214 

North  Carolina . . . . . . 

134 

7 

141 

882,  086 

34 

3 

37 

272,  708 

North  Dakota .  .. 

35 

0 

35 

273,  594 

4 

0 

4 

.53, 44-4 

Ohio . . 

23 

2 

25 

151,  357 

2 

0 

2 

18,  561 

Oklahoma . . . 

93 

3 

96 

571,  960 

16 

4 

20 

121,778 

Oregon . . . . . .  ..  _  ... 

14 

0 

14 

97,  955 

1 

0 

1 

6,  570 

Fennsyl  van  ia . . . . . 

20 

4 

24 

133,  630 

3 

0 

3 

32,  280 

Rhode  Island . . . . . . . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Carolina . . . . . .  ...  . . 

99 

6 

104 

641,  983 

34 

2 

36 

262,  661 

South  Dakota . . . . . . . 

51 

2 

53 

301,096 

0 

0 

0 

506 

Tennessee . . . . .  . . 

113 

3 

116 

662,  518 

25 

0 

25 

132,  726 

136 

0 

142 

1,026,137 

24 

0 

24 

212, 157 

Utah . . . . . . . . . 

23 

7 

30 

181,270 

5 

1 

6 

4  i,  815 

Vermont . 

2 

0 

2 

7, 100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virginia.. . . . . . . . 

47 

7 

54 

358, 117 

8 

0 

8 

56, 333 

Washington . . . . 

26 

3 

29 

206,  409 

2 

1 

3 

18, 105 

West  Virginia- . . . .  . . . 

39 

3 

42 

270, 316 

5 

1 

0 

52.  962 

Wisconsin _ _  _ _ _ _  _ _ _  ... 

42 

-  3 

45 

233,  426 

4 

1 

5 

32.  539 

Wyoming . . . . .  _ 

10 

1 

11 

88,  951 

2 

1 

3 

22.717 

Puerto  Rico . . . . . . 

38 

(V 

38 

227,  978 

11 

0 

11 

80, 398 

Virgin  Islands . .  __  . . . 

4 

0 

4 

31,051 

1 

0 

1 

5. 037 

1  Amount  in  4  States  showing  no  number  is  loan  costs  advanced  to  borrowers  for  such  Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA. 
purposes  as  the  payment  of  taxes,  insurance  premiums,  etc. 


Rural  housing  loans  made  during  1957  and  1958  fiscal  years 


1957  fiscal  year 

1958  fiscal  year 

State 

Number 

Total 

Number 

Total 

Initial 

Subsequent 

Total 

amount 

Initial 

Subsequent 

Total 

amount 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

U.S.  total _ 

3, 105 

196 

3,301 

$20, 881, 763 

4,502 

349 

4,  851 

$32, 395, 29-1 

Alabama _ 

204 

14 

218 

1,423,916 

0 

294 

19 

313 

1,970,589 

Alaska . .  .  _ 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

3 

8.  780 

Arizona . . .  . . 

5 

0 

5 

34,600 

14 

0 

14 

'.03.836 

Arkansas. . .  . 

114 

15 

129 

551, 190 

184 

14 

198 

846.  946 

California . . .  . 

07 

2 

09 

639, 212 

83 

ii 

94 

864.  967 

Colorado . .  . 

9 

0 

9 

59,  262 

7 

i 

8 

61,080 

Connecticut . . . . .  .  .  _ 

2 

0 

2 

20,  000 

2 

0 

2 

12, 150 

Delaware _  ...  _ _ _ _ 

4 

0 

4 

31.  500 

2 

0 

2 

7,  52  3 

Florida.. . .  . . . . . 

167 

5 

172 

1,  398,  857 

246 

12 

258 

2.  309,  637 

Georgia _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

201 

10 

217 

1,  208, 277 

291 

28 

319 

1.893.30! 

Hawaii . . . . .  . .  .  ..  .. 

16 

2 

18 

139, 150 

14 

2 

16 

147.  0”0 

Idaho _ _  _  _ 

38 

3 

41 

374,  479 

55 

6 

61 

550.  752 

Illinois _ _ _ 

43 

2 

45 

251, 402 

44 

5 

49 

270.  l<-0 

Indiana . . .  .  .  .  . . 

26 

5 

31 

171,  993 

32 

4 

36 

200, ;  St 

35 

4 

39 

199,  056 

77 

6 

83 

486.  21 7 

Kansas. _ _ _ _ _ _  ..  _ _ _ 

37 

0 

37 

213,  538 

39 

3 

42 

20.1.  22S 

59 

2 

61 

377,  959 

85 

12 

97 

657.807 

Louisiana . . . . 

124 

12 

136 

896, 358 

134 

8 

142 

999.  457 

59 

4 

63 

407,  333 

124 

27 

151 

987. 305 

Maryland _ _ _  _  ..  _ 

24 

3 

27 

219.  820 

35 

5 

40 

316.  931 

Massachusetts _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6 

0 

6 

29,  665 

2 

0 

2 

17,  235 

49 

8 

57 

334,  893 

93 

7 

100 

687,  394 

36 

3 

39 

221,  140 

91 

5 

96 

593,  673 

398 

14 

412 

2,  097,  442 

461 

26 

487 

2.  458,  275 

209 

9 

218 

1,026,601 

224 

22 

246 

1,323, 861 

24 

0 

24 

251,  111 

29 

2 

31 

265,  902 

13 

2 

15 

96,  365 

31 

2 

33 

170,  249 

2 

0 

2 

23,602 

4 

0 

4 

30,  711 

2 

0 

2 

5,  360 

3 

0 

3 

13.  279 

15 

3 

18 

132, 887 

16 

1 

17 

148.445 

22 

1 

23 

182,  760 

25 

2 

27 

205,  439 

18 

3 

21 

108, 340 

40 

4 

44 

240, 300 

124 

6 

130 

945,  416 

199 

17 

216 

1,560,415 

86 

3 

89 

866,085 

101 

2 

103 

852.  379 

37 

3 

40 

198,  580 

48 

3 

51 

338, 369 

91 

5 

96 

516, 322 

138 

9 

147 

893,  183 

26 

3 

29 

229,  395 

59 

5 

64 

524,  300 

45 

5 

50 

279, 307 

63 

5 

08 

390,  098 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

3,  1 IMJ 

73 

0 

79 

488, 049 

114 

10 

124 

1,  013.  07/ 

18 

1 

19 

157,  479 

38 

0 

44 

311,383 
1.584,  ,567 
1,822.861 
648,  951 
16,  725 
201,  414 
802,  488 
617,773 
958,  440 
260,  095 
419,  609 
10,  500 

180 

8 

188 

1,  038, 337 

245 

12 

257 

107 

6 

113 

846,900 

207 

11 

218 

Utah  _ _ 

46 

5 

51 

355,  756 

65 

0 

71 

3 

0 

3 

33,  600 

4 

0 

4 

33 

2 

35 

298, 140 

28 

2 

30 

36 

0 

36 

329,  773 

93 

5 

98 

31 

7 

38 

216,  354 

73 

8 

81 

143 

34 

78 

57 

2 

59 

318,  932 

132 

11 

25 

1 

26 

249,  792 

32 

2 

1 

58 

0 

58 

371,  478 

77 

1 

1 

2 

14,000 

1 

0 

1 

Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA. 
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Rural  housing  loans  made  during  1959  and  1960  fiscal  years 


September  26 


State 

1959  fiscal  year 

1960  fiscal  year 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(4) 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(8) 

Initial 

(1) 

Subsequent 

(2) 

Total 

(3) 

Initial 

(5) 

Subsequent 

(6) 

Total 

(7) 

U.S.  total . 

7,589 

496 

8,085 

$59,  885,  594 

4,904 

383 

5,287 

$40, 282, 161 

Alabama.. . - . . 

508 

23 

531 

4,  007, 224 

304 

17 

321 

2,  545,  267 

3 

0 

3 

12,  720 

4 

0 

4 

39,  620 

13 

0 

13 

214,  608 

7 

0 

7 

73,  844 

352 

18 

370 

1,  812,  443 

280 

24 

304 

1, 792,  544 

104 

9 

113 

1, 128,  902 

73 

10 

83 

894,  045 

Colorado - - - - - 

25 

0 

25 

238, 353 

22 

2 

24 

218, 334 

Connecticut _ 

5 

0 

5 

33, 430 

2 

0 

2 

8,800 

Delaware.. _ _ _ _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

6,800 

405 

19 

424 

3, 987,  495 

173 

18 

191 

1,  850,  031 

Georgia _ 

455 

37 

492 

3, 234, 153 

253 

25 

278 

1,797,312 

Hawaii - - - 

14 

3 

17 

163, 390 

16 

0 

16 

189,000 

75 

5 

80 

673, 141 

70 

5 

75 

642, 876 

Illinois _ 

50 

8 

58 

332, 375 

37 

3 

40 

246, 471 

Indiana . . . - - - 

60 

4 

64 

513, 348 

34 

1 

35 

285,  531 

152 

7 

159' 

1, 150,  034 

99 

5 

104 

820, 132 

Kansas _ _ _ 

89 

6 

95 

618,  590 

80 

6 

86 

600, 325 

Kentucky - - - - 

176 

14 

190 

1,387,659 

150 

10 

160 

1,215, 178 

Louisiana - - - 

185 

12 

197 

1, 498,  566 

91 

2 

93 

705, 967 

Maine - - - - - - 

121 

30 

151 

1,086,  919 

74 

38 

112 

767, 264 

Maryland.. - - - - 

33 

4 

37 

374,444 

11 

4 

15 

114,160 

Massachusetts _ 

9 

2 

11 

96,738 

3 

0 

3 

35,  629 

Michigan... - - - - 

124 

16 

140 

961,  698 

113 

9 

122 

961,  048 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

142 

5 

147 

888,  855 

85 

5 

90 

556, 828 

Mississippi _ 

720 

42 

762 

4,  599,  667 

497 

26 

523 

3, 178,  642 

Missouri - - - - - - - 

387 

33 

420 

2,  470,  697 

256 

24 

280 

1,  577, 336 

Montana - - - 

91 

3 

94 

820,  410 

64 

4 

68 

605,  000 

Nebraska - - - - - 

56 

5 

61 

420,  670 

42 

0 

42 

342,  687 

Nevada _ _ 

4 

0 

4 

34,400 

4 

0 

4 

39, 640 

New  Hampshire _ 

3 

0 

3 

11,  900 

1 

0 

1 

850 

New  Jersey . . . . . . . 

24 

3 

27 

264,  962 

14 

1 

15 

166,  050 

New  Mexico - - - - 

41 

8 

49 

442,  608 

24 

1 

25 

231,  376 

New  York - - - - - - — 

48 

6 

54 

394,  710 

39 

3 

42 

306,  841 

North  Carolina _ 

244 

20 

264 

2,  096,  641 

162 

10 

172 

1,  582,  383 

North  Dakota _ 

161 

6 

167 

1,  520,  688 

106 

4 

110 

1, 120,  463 

84 

3 

87 

617,  272 

61 

4 

65 

455,  044 

Oklahoma _ 

276 

14 

290 

2,100,041 

231 

14 

245 

1, 874,  368 

Oregon . . . . . . . 

91 

4 

95 

813, 819 

52 

6 

67 

419,306 

Pennsylvania _ _ _ 

67 

9 

76 

455,  666 

64 

13 

77 

473, 544 

Rhode  Island _  _  ..  .  . . . . . 

2 

0 

2 

6,420 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Carolina . . . . . . 

312 

9 

321 

2,855,019 

172 

14 

186 

1, 647, 172 

South  Dakota _ _ _ _ 

111 

10 

121 

982,343 

83 

11 

94 

717,538 

Tennessee - - - - - - - - - - 

403 

24 

427 

3,093,071 

283 

18 

301 

2, 338, 635 

537 

25 

562 

4, 823, 321 

235 

6 

241 

2, 184,216 

Utah . . . . 

117 

13 

130 

1,220,430 

103 

8 

111 

1,152,484 

Vermont _ _ _ 

8 

0 

8 

49, 350 

2 

1 

3 

14, 625 

Virginia _ _ _ _ _ _ — 

76 

6 

81 

701, 180 

48 

3 

61 

465, 332 

Washington . . . . . 

125 

11 

136 

1, 170, 110 

98 

13 

111 

958, 028 

West  Virginia _ 

157 

8 

165 

1, 228, 633 

62 

3 

65 

503,508 

Wisconsin _ 

167 

10 

177 

1, 237, 662 

142 

9 

151 

1,038, 157 

Wyoming . . . . . . 

47 

0 

47 

369, 211 

23 

2 

25 

187, 464 

Puerto  Rico _ _ _ _ _ 

128 

3 

131 

646,  618 

63 

2 

65 

334, 466 

Virgin  Islands _ 

2 

0 

2 

23,400 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USD  A. 


Rural  housing  loans  made  during  1961  and  1962  fiscal  years 


State 


U.S.  total. 

Alabama . 

Alaska _ 

Arizona . . 

Arkansas _ 

California . _. 

Colorado _ .... 

Connecticut.... 

Delaware.. . 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Hawaii _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky...... 

Louisiana . 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts.. 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 


1961  fiscal  year 

1962  fiscal  year 

Number 

Number 

Total 

Total 

amount 

amount 

Initial 

Subsequent 

Total 

Initial 

Subsequent 

Total 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

8,032 

728 

8,760 

$68,  999,  418 

10, 706 

641 

11, 347 

$96, 375, 952 

653 

54 

707 

6, 721,  969 

706 

21 

727 

6, 384, 214 

6 

1 

7 

79,600 

46 

0 

46 

778, 116 

15 

1 

16 

222, 044 

38 

0 

38 

445,  440 

408 

52 

460 

2,  619,  409 

461 

24 

"  485 

3, 104,  273 

83 

8 

91 

1,  007, 181 

115 

12 

127 

1,  535,  016 

39 

3 

42 

341,  687 

127 

13 

140 

1,  369,  947 

5 

1 

6 

37,  208 

13 

0 

13 

137, 377 

9 

0 

9 

56,  000 

14 

0 

14 

153,  900 

252 

22 

274 

2,  459,  901 

331 

15 

346 

3,  308, 204 

456 

64 

610 

3,  546,  343 

601 

25 

626 

6, 172, 368 

29 

6 

35 

396,  220 

55 

5 

60 

696,  840 

83 

13 

96 

836,  955 

140 

7 

147 

1,  384. 222 

71 

6 

77 

603,  726 

87 

8 

95 

'  849, 672 

90 

9 

99 

757,  596 

145 

7 

152 

1, 426, 977 

149 

7 

156 

1,  409,  795 

199 

14 

213 

1,  896,  585 

141 

8 

149 

1,  070,  330 

198 

13 

211 

1,  771,  631 

189 

17 

206 

1, 624,  4 CO 

200 

8 

208 

1,  900, 021 

166 

7 

173 

1,  478, 296 

183 

17 

200 

1,  659,  718 

142 

40 

182 

1,  504,  071 

214 

47 

261 

1, 302,  390 

48 

11 

69 

694,  347 

70 

3 

73 

799,000 

8 

2 

10 

57, 748 

4 

1 

6 

23,605 

178 

17 

195 

1, 786, 029 

205 

21 

226 

2, 098, 302 

162 

10 

172 

1,187,791 

226 

8 

234 

1,600, 064 

656 

41 

697 

4,  570, 816 

772 

63 

825 

5, 899,  627 

365 

47 

412 

2,  731,  901 

557 

48 

605 

4,  483, 212 

1963 
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State 

1961  fiscal  year 

1962  fiscal  year 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(4) 

Number 

Total 

amount 

(8) 

Initial 

(1) 

Subsequent 

(2) 

Total 

(3) 

Initial 

(5) 

Subsequent 

(6) 

Total 

(7) 

Montana . . . . 

119 

5 

124 

01, 152, 873 

145 

11 

156 

$1,287,  940 

Nebraska . . . • . . . . . 

56 

4 

60 

421, 520 

79 

1 

80 

699,618 

Nevada . . . . . .  . . . 

4 

0 

4 

47,  756 

11 

0 

11 

114,221 

New  Hampshire . . . . . . . . . 

4 

3 

7 

40,  970 

25 

1 

26 

185,  015 

New  Jersey... _ _ _ _ _ 

24 

3 

27 

215,428 

106 

5 

111 

988,  744 

New  Mexico _ _ _ _ _ _ 

42 

1 

43 

390, 276 

93 

3 

96 

754, 382 

New  York . . . . . 

73 

7 

80 

650, 260 

106 

7 

113 

925,  801 

North  Carolina . . . . . . . . 

401 

35 

436 

3,  770, 106 

004 

18 

022 

5,  986, 178 

North  Dakota _ _ _ _ _  _ _ 

185 

9 

194 

1,  879,117 

228 

10 

244 

2, 297,  538 

Ohio . . . _ 

72 

9 

81 

630, 081 

106 

10 

116 

1,029,397 

Oklahoma. . . . . . .  . . 

336 

18 

354 

2,716,  911 

346 

17 

363 

3,1.54,627 

Oregon . . . . . . . . . 

76 

16 

92 

688, 270 

95 

7 

102 

870,  772 

Pennsylvania _ _ _ _ _ 

135 

27 

162 

1, 112,  429 

126 

21 

147 

1,175,031 

Rhode  Island . . . . . . .  . . 

1 

0 

1 

5, 101 

i 

0 

1 

7,  239 

South  Carolina _ _ _ _ 

317 

22 

339 

2,  990,  253 

362 

18 

380 

3,  508,  626 

South  Dakota . . . . . 

109 

15 

124 

971,819 

184 

18 

202 

1,558,222 

Tennessee. . . . . . . . . . 

511 

33 

544 

4,  563,  530 

614 

37 

651 

5,  683,  084 

Texas . . . .  .  . 

305 

13 

318 

2,  650, 161 

483 

12 

495 

4,  764,  899 

Utah.... _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

115 

10 

125 

1,  317,  364 

164 

9 

173 

2,  005,  798 

Vermont-  . . . . . . 

19 

1 

20 

188,  520 

6 

0 

6 

41,880 

Virginia . . .  . . 

101 

7 

108 

919,  621 

181 

5 

186 

1,749,300 

Washington . . . . 

124 

11 

135 

1,  224,  340 

161 

26 

187 

1,619, 123 

West  Virginia . . . . . . . . 

90 

9 

99 

714,  681 

163 

3 

166 

1.497,425 

Wisconsin . . . . .  .  ..  _ _ _ 

233 

23 

256 

1,  962,  013 

278 

22 

300 

2,  067,  002 

Wyoming. . . . . .  . . . 

22 

1 

23 

217,  480 

67 

1 

68 

637. 157 

Puerto  Rico . . . . . . . . 

154 

9 

163 

843,  966 

243 

3 

246 

1,  306,  312 

Virgin  Islands-. _ _ _ _  _ _ 

1 

0 

1 

7,200 

22 

0 

22 

280,000 

Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA. 


Rural  housing  loans  made  during  1963  fiscal  year  through  May  SI  and  cumulative  from  beginning  of  program  in  1950 

through  May  31,  1968 


State 

1963  fiscal  year  through  May  31 

Cumulative  through  May  31, 1963  1 

Number 

Total  amount 

(4) 

Number 

Total  amount 

(8) 

Initial 

(1) 

Subsequent 

(2) 

Total 

(3) 

Initial 

(5) 

Subsequent 

(6) 

Total 

(7) 

U.S.  total . . . . . . . 

18,  661 

675 

19, 336 

$181, 750, 010 

76, 949 

4, 156 

81, 105 

$601,  505, 471 

Alabama . . . . . .  - 

1,266 

26 

1,292 

12, 189,  325 

5,028 

192 

5,220 

40. 259, 003 

Alaska . . . . . . . 

53 

7 

60 

889,  855 

116 

8 

124 

1,  809, 691 

Arizona.. . . . . . . . . 

57 

0 

57 

695,  054 

255 

3 

258 

2,  668, 944 

Arkansas _ _ _ _ _ 

900 

36 

936 

6, 922,  983 

3,  720 

230 

3,  950 

2!,  123,  479 

California. . . 

131 

6 

137 

1,  682,  596 

1,121 

66 

1, 187 

10,  650, 864 

Colorado . . . . 

187 

20 

207 

2, 047,  935 

643 

48 

691 

5.  675,  238 

Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . 

11 

3 

14 

134,  720 

74 

5 

79 

525,  767 

Delaware . . . . . .  .  . . 

18 

0 

18 

208,  555 

54 

1 

55 

490,  570 

Florida . . . . 

533 

15 

548 

5,  543,  408 

2,493 

127 

2,620 

23, 181,  354 

Georgia . . . . 

1, 198 

»  32 

1,230 

11,  920,  767 

4,  654 

276 

4,930 

34,  729, 173 

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . 

104 

3 

107 

1, 197,  700 

355 

24 

379 

3,  813, 409 

187 

8 

195 

2,  275,  902 

994 

—  62 

1,056 

8,  890,  801 

Illinois . . . . . . . 

216 

9 

225 

2, 403,  815 

913 

63 

966 

6,  424.  841 

Indiana . . . 

188 

2 

190 

2,  304,  014 

895 

50 

945 

7,  324,  887 

332 

8 

340 

3,  727,  415 

1,408 

58 

1,466 

11,414,379 

Kansas . . . . . 

311 

15 

326 

2, 908,  025 

1,181 

63 

1,  244 

8,  946,  883 

Kentucky.. . . . . . . 

521 

15 

536 

5,  604, 436 

1,838 

101 

1,939 

15,  239,  702 

Louisiana . . . .  .  . 

467 

8 

475 

4,  331,  787 

2.  023 

78 

2,101 

15, 136, 132 

Maine . . . . . . . . . . 

322 

47 

369 

1,  914,  681 

1,  329 

255 

1,584 

9, 100,  323 

Maryland . . . . .  . . 

136 

1 

137 

1,  587,  950 

508 

35 

543 

4,  857, 083 

Massachusetts . . . . — . . 

16 

1 

17 

72, 127 

70 

6 

76 

450,  555 

Michigan _ _ _ _  _  _ _ 

272 

15 

287 

3, 175,  700 

1,478 

121 

1,  599 

12, 193,  600 

Minnesota _ _ _ _  _  .  . 

451 

17 

468 

3,  946,  272 

1,  520 

64 

1,574 

10,  376,  698 

Mississippi _ _ _ _ 

1,442 

48 

1,  490 

12,  615,  622 

6,183 

278 

6,  461 

40,  781, 174 

Missouri  . . . . . . 

789 

37 

826 

7,  582,  071 

3,745 

237 

3,982 

24.  728,  845 

Montana . . . . . . . 

139 

7 

146 

1,  344,  460 

805 

43 

848 

6,  914,  604 

Nebraska . . . . 

184 

6 

190 

1,  679,  929 

832 

25 

857 

5,  548,  265 

Nevada  . .  . . . . . 

16 

0 

16 

174,  295 

69 

3 

72 

034,  403 

New  Hampshire . . . . .  .  . 

40 

1 

41 

347,  650 

96 

5 

101 

678,  444 

New  Jersey _ _ _ 

146 

8 

154 

1,  457,  212 

510 

27 

537 

4,  231,  745 

New  Mexico.. _ _ _ 

127 

7 

134 

1, 119,  636 

CIO 

34 

650 

4,  722,  939 

New  York . . . . . 

144 

2 

146 

1.  514,  286 

637 

36 

673 

5,  084,  734 

North  Carolina . . . . . . 

1,  566 

23 

1,  589 

15,  949,  006 

4.  094 

151 

4,245 

36,  527,  806 

North  Dakota... . . . . . . . 

346 

12 

358 

3,  816, 176 

1,416 

55 

1,  471 

13,  659,  612 

Ohio . . . . . . . . . 

139 

10 

149 

1,  456,  440 

743 

51 

794 

5,  705,  982 

Oklahoma.. . . . . . . . . . 

516 

9 

525 

5, 170,  637 

2,931 

132 

3,063 

21,532,206 

Oregon. . . . . 

92 

13 

105 

1, 002, 100 

700 

57 

757 

5,910,016 

Pennsylvania . . . . . . . 

127 

24 

151 

1,  326,  733 

998 

119 

1,117 

6, 852,  456 

Rhode  Island . . . . . 

1 

0 

1 

2,600 

8 

0 

8 

30,  030 

South  Carolina . . . . 

688 

18 

706 

6,  947,  721 

2,691 

111 

2,802 

23,  360,  971 

South  Dakota _ _  _ _ 

271 

25 

296 

_  2, 199,  432 

1,050 

93 

1, 143 

8,161,047 

Tennessee . . .  . . . . 

1,  211 

29 

1,240 

11,420,892 

4,077 

172 

4,249 

33, 010,  925 

Texas . . . .  . 

841 

12 

853 

8,  715, 158 

3,903 

106 

4,009 

32,  743,  740 

Utah . .  .  . . 

248 

9 

257 

3, 162,  360 

1, 132 

75 

1,  207 

11,589,  780 

Vermont . . . . . . 

11 

3 

14 

87,  250 

71 

7 

78 

503,  325 

Virginia _ _ —  _ 

340 

7 

347 

3, 396,311 

1,163 

72 

1,236 

10,  050, 387 

Washington . . . . . . 

168 

16 

184 

1,935,  439 

1,021 

95 

1, 116 

9,  519,  607 

West  Virginia _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

284 

7 

291 

2, 856,  234 

1,123 

69 

1,192 

9,  341,950 

Wisconsin . .  .  _  _  _  . 

313 

34 

347 

2, 838,  677 

1,630 

131 

1,761 

11,862,707 

Wyoming . . 

90 

6 

96 

998,890 

451 

28 

479 

3.  771,  534 

Puerto  Rico . . .  . . 

473 

8 

481 

2,529,365 

1,  507 

27 

1,534 

7,  926, 143 

Virgin  Islands . . . . 

32 

0 

32 

418,500 

77 

1 

78 

846,  818 

1  In  addition,  8  insured  farm  labor  housing  loans  for  $254,510  were  made  in  1962  and 
1963;  and  2  insured  rental  housing  loans  for  $117,000  were  made  in  1963. 


Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA. 
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Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  dur¬ 
ing  the  discussion  of  the  farm  housing 
program  yesterday,  a  question  was  asked 
as  to  whether  rural  housing  loans  under 
the  title  V  program  were  made  in  the 
areas  of  subdivisions,  towns,  and  cities. 
This  question  was  propounded  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
AllottI  and  appears  on  page  17099  of 
yesterday’s  Record.  I  should  like  to 
clarify  the  Record  on  this  point. 

The  Housing  Act  of  1961  broadened 
the  program  to  the  extent  of  enabling 
the  Fanners  Home  Administration  to 
make  loans  to  people  who  are  not  farm¬ 
ers  so  long  as  they  meet  the  other  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements  and  live  in  rural 
areas. 

The  Fanners  Home  Administration 
has  interpreted  rural  areas  to  include 
the  open  country  that  exists  among 
farms  and  to  include  country  villages 
that  have  a  population  of  not  more  than 
2,500.  The  2,500  level  is  the  level  the 
census  has  set  to  distinguish  rural  com¬ 
munities  from  communities  that  are  not 
rural. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
does  not  make  loans  to  people  to  build 
homes  in  subdivisions  near  cities.  The 
Farmers  Home  Administration  does  not 
consider  such  subdivisions  to  be  rural 
areas. 

In  1962,  the  title  V  farm  housing  pro¬ 
gram  was  again  amended  to  help  pro¬ 
vide  housing  for  elderly  people  in  rural 
areas.  Under  the  1962  amendments,  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  may: 

First.  Make  loans  to  elderly  persons — 
those  who  are  62  years  of  age  or  older — 
for  the  purchase  of  existing  homes  or  the 
construction,  improvement,  alteration  or 
repair  of  dwellings  and  related  facilities 
in  rural  areas  for  their  own  use. 

Second.  Make  loans  to  private  non¬ 
profit  corporations  and  consumer  co¬ 
operatives  to  provide  housing  and  related 
facilities  for  elderly  persons  and  families 
in  rural  nonfarm  areas. 

Third.  Insure  loans  made  by  private 
lenders  to  individuals,  corporations, 
trusts  or  partnerships  providing  rental 
housing  and  related  facilities  to  elderly 
persons  on  farms  and  in  nonfarm  rural 
areas. 

The  1962  amendments  increased  the 
existing  loan  fund  by  $50  million.  This 
additional  amount  was  especially  ear¬ 
marked  for  loans  to  elderly  persons.  The 
1962  amendments  also  established  a  $50 
million  revolving  fund  for  making  loans 
to  nonprofit  corporations  and  consumer 
cooperatives. 

In  addition,  proper  authority  was  pro¬ 
vided  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
to  utilize  the  agriculture  credit  insurance 
fund  established  under  sections  308  and 
309  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  to  insure 
elderly  persons  rental  housing  in  farm 
and  nonfarm  rural  areas. 

Mr.  President,  my  remarks  thus  far 
have  dealt  in  general  with  the  chrono¬ 
logical  development  of  the  title  V  rural 
housing  program. 

The  need  for  the  rural  housing  today 
is  just  as  great  as  it  was  in  1949  when 
the  title  V  program  was  first  established. 

Let  me  make  the  record  clear. 

I  believe  in  the  private  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  as  much  as  any  Senator  in  this 


body.  At  the  same  time,  I  believe  that 
farmers  and  rural  nonfarm  families 
have  just  as  much  right  to  have  decent 
housing  as  any  group  in  this  Nation. 

I  have  often  stated  during  my  tenure 
in  the  Congress  that  if  private  enter¬ 
prise  will  provide  for  the  housing  needs 
of  certain  groups  of  our  people — the  low 
and  middle  income  groups,  veterans  liv¬ 
ing  in  remote  and  rural  areas,  the  low 
income  elderly  in  both  rural  and  urban 
areas,  farmers  and  rural  nonfarm  fam¬ 
ilies — I  would  be  one  of  the  first  to  ad¬ 
vocate  an  end  to  the  Federal  programs 
which  have  been  established  to  care  for 
these  needs.  To  date,  no  effective  solu¬ 
tion  has  been  offered  by  private  enter¬ 
prise. 

Perhaps  the  title  V  housing  program 
is  an  excellent  example  to  use  in  order 
to  show  the  reluctance  of  lenders  to  en¬ 
ter  into  mortgages  for  these  specific 
groups.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  to  require  that  any 
applicant  for  a  title  V  housing  loan  show 
that  he  is  unable  to  secure  credit  from 
other  sources  before  the  applicant’s  loan 
application  can  be  considered.  This,  of 
course,  requires  the  potential  borrower 
to  contact  local  lending  institutions  in 
order  to  determine  whether  credit  will 
be  made  available  to  him.  In  some 
cases,  his  credit  is  approved  and  he  ob¬ 
tains  a  conventional  mortgage  loan,  but 
it  is  clearly  seen,  I  believe,  from  the  num¬ 
ber  of  loans  already  made  and  the  num¬ 
ber  of  applicants  still  awaiting  a  title 

V  loan  that  the  vast  majority  of  farmers 
and  rural  nonfarm  families  cannot  ob¬ 
tain  mortgage  financing  through  conven¬ 
tional  private  sources. 

There  are  some  who  argue  “why  title 

V  housing  loans?”  Why  not  use  the  in¬ 
sured  loans  as  provided  by  the  Consoli¬ 
dated  Farmers  Home  Administration  of 
1961  or  some  other  insurance  program 
that  would  parallel  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  insurance  programs. 

First,  under  the  title  V  loan  program, 
all  rural  people,  whether  farmers  or 
otherwise,  if  they  own  the  property  on 
which  the  housing  is  to  be  constructed, 
are  potential  borrowers.  By  contrast, 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961  specifically  limits 
loans  to  persons  who  first,  are  citizens 
of  the  United  States;  second,  have  a 
farm  background  and  either  training  or 
farming  experience  which  the  Secretary 
determines  is  sufficient  to  assure  reason¬ 
able  prospects  of  success  in  the  proposed 
farming  operations;  third,  are  or  will  be¬ 
come  owner-operators  of  not  larger  than 
family  farms;  and  fourth,  are  unable  to 
obtain  sufficient  credit  elsewhere  to  fi¬ 
nance  their  actual  needs  at  reasonable 
rates  and  terms,  taking  into  considera¬ 
tion  prevailing  private  and  cooperative 
rates  and  terms,  in  the  community  in 
or  near  which  the  applicant  resides,  for 
loans  for  similar  purposes  and  periods  of 
time. 

Thus,  those  who  suggest  that  the  in¬ 
surance  program  under  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act 
should  replace  the  title  V  program  would 
preclude  all  rural  nonfarm  families  from 
obtaining  decent  housing. 

Second,  to  those  who  suggest  sup¬ 
planting  the  Title  V  loan  program  with 
a  mortgage  insurance  program,  I  urge 
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them  to  review  the  reasons  why  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Housing  Administration  has  consis¬ 
tently  refused  to  insure  mortgages  se¬ 
cured  by  housing  located  on  farms  and 
in  rural  areas.  I  also  urge  them  to  re¬ 
view  the  reasons  why  the  majority  of  pri¬ 
vate  lenders  have  consistently  refused  to 
make  mortgage  loans  in  these  areas. 

Anyone  who  even  casually  studies  the 
mortgage  market  will  immediately  find 
that  little,  if  any,  mortgage  credit  flows 
into  rural  areas  regardless  of  the  overall 
supply  of  mortgage  money.  Anyone  who 
casually  studies  national  income  levels, 
will  immediately  find  that  rural  incomes 
are  notoriously  low,  and  rural  people 
cannot  afford  to  pay  the  price  needed  to 
attract  private  capital  into  the  rural 
areas. 

Everyone  knows  that  mortgage  insur¬ 
ance  programs  depend  upon  the  invest¬ 
ment  of  private  capital  to  make  them 
workable,  and  even  though  Federal  in¬ 
surance  would  remove  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  the  risk  involved,  private  capital 
would  still  demand  a  higher  return  than 
rural  people  can  pay. 

To  prove  these  points,  one  need  look 
no  further  than  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration’s  section  203  (i)  program 
which  was  established  specifically  to 
help  finance  housing  in  rural  areas. 
Even  though  special  provisions  have, 
from  time  to  time,  been  written  into  this 
section  in  an  attempt  to  make  it  work¬ 
able,  it  has  never  been  successful  in 
supplying  housing  for  farm  families  or 
for  other  rural  families  on  scattered  sites. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  stated  earlier  to  the 
senior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land],  there  are  few  Federal  programs 
that  have  as  enviable  a  repayment  rec¬ 
ord  as  does  the  title  V  loan  program. 
Since  the  establishment  of  this  program 
in  1949,  some  77,500  loans,  aggregating 
in  excess  of  $606.5  million,  have  been 
made  to  our  farmers  and  rural  families. 
As  of  December  31,  1962,  some  13,699,  or 
19.5  percent,  of  the  borrowers  had  satis¬ 
fied  their  accounts  in  full.  The  total 
principal  writeoffs  and  judgments  out¬ 
standing  on  the  same  date  amounted  to 
less  than  $99,500.  Thus  represent^  less 
than  two  one-hundredths  of  1  percent  of 
the  cumulative  amount  loaned. 

This  fine  record  is  very  gratifying  to 
those  of  us  who  have  supported  the  title 
V  loan  program  over  the  years  and,  in¬ 
deed,  it  proves  the  confidence  we  placed 
in  the  farmers  and  rural  people  of  this 
Nation.  Certainly  this  is  a  remarkable 
record  for  any  group  of  borrowers,  but 
it  becomes  especially  significant  consid¬ 
ering  the  fact  that  these  families  were 
unable  to  obtain  credit  from  other 
sources. 

The  vast  bulk  of  the  funds  to  date, 
some  $606.5  million,  have  been  loaned  to 
individuals  to  build,  remodel  or  repair 
their  homes.  The  scope  of  this  phase  of 
the  program  was  increased  tremend¬ 
ously  when  the  1961  Housing  Act  made 
rural  nonfarm  residents,  as  well  as 
farmers,  eligible  to  participate  in  the 
program.  About  70  percent  of  the  loans 
made  this  past  year  were  to  rural  non¬ 
farm  residents. 

The  homes  built  with  these  loans  are 
modest  in  size,  design,  and  cost.  They 
customarily  have  three  bedrooms,  are 
equipped  with  modern  kitchen  and  bath- 
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room  facilities.  They  average  about 
1,200  square  feet  of  living  space  and  cost 
about  $11,000. 

Although  the  primary  benefits  of  ex¬ 
penditures  for  housing  accrue  to  the 
families  who  receive  the  loans,  the  sec¬ 
ondary  economic  benefits  for  expendi¬ 
tures  for  housing  materials  and  labor 
have  been  significant  and  widespread. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  esti¬ 
mates  that  the  more  than  $606  million 
advanced  to  date  has  resulted  in  166,000 
man-years  of  employment  and  a  total 
economic  impact  of  about  $3.6  billion. 
About  one-third  of  this  employment  has 
been  direct  on-the-site  employment  for 
carpenters,  bricklayers,  plumbers,  paint¬ 
ers,  and  other  construction  workers;  one- 
third  has  been  employment  in  the  local 
community  to  suppliers  of  such  building 
materials  as  concrete,  masonry,  plaster, 
paint,  and  home  furnishings;  and  about 
one-third  has  been  employment  in  the 
more  remote  areas  which  produce  build¬ 
ing  materials. 

Or,  stated  differently,  this  program  has 
provided  approximately  52,000  man- 
years  of  employment  directly  involved 
in  the  construction  of  homes;  required 
800  million  board  feet  of  lumber;  pro¬ 
vided  a  market  for  $107  million  worth 
of  plumbing,  heating,  electrical  materials 
and  equipment;  $160  million  worth  of 
other  construction  items  such  as  con¬ 
crete,  masonry,  millwork,  plaster,  and 
paint;  and  at  least  $37  million  worth 
of  home  furnishings. 

Since  the  rural  housing  program  op¬ 
erates  in  areas  where  families  are  in  low 
and  moderate  income  levels  and  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  save  is  relatively  low,  the 
economic  effect  of  the  more  than  $606 
million  spent  for  housing  has  probably 
been  multiplied  six  or  seven  times. 

Although  the  rural  housing  program 
for  our  senior  citizens  is  relatively  new — 
the  first  loan  being  made  last  Novem¬ 
ber — some  544  loans  aggregating  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $3.3  million  have  been  made  since 
enactment  of  the  program  September  28, 
1962. 

In  addition,  during  fiscal  year  1963, 
more  than  1,378  destitute  families  re¬ 
ceived  grant  assistance  totaling  $1,029,- 
655  to  make  improvements  to  their  hous¬ 
ing  urgently  needed  to  remove  hazards 
to  their  health  and  safety.  I  might  add 
that  this  type  of  assistance  goes  pri¬ 
marily  to  elderly  couples. 

The  first  loans  for  the  construction  of 
rental  housing  for  senior  citizens  in  rural 
areas  were  closed  in  fiscal  1963.  One  of 
these  loans  provided  $100,000  for  the 
construction  of  20  apartments  in  Ocean 
County,  N.J.  Another  made  available 
$17,000  for  four  apartments  in  Clark 
County,  Mo. 

Currently  seven  more  dockets  for 
rental  housing  in  North  Dakota,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  California,  Arizona,  and  New  York 
are  being  reviewed  by  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration. 

The  farm  labor  housing  program  is 
also  gaining  momentum.  To  date  in¬ 
sured  farm  labor  housing  loans  totaling 
$274,000  have  been  made  in  Florida,  New 
Jersey,  North  Dakota,  Washington,  Wis¬ 
consin,  and  Idaho.  Currently  five  dock¬ 


ets  for  approximately  $1,500,000  are  be¬ 
ing  processed  by  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration. 

Rural  housing  loans  mean  many  things 
to  many  people.  For  example,  to  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  C.  H.  Montgomery,  both  64,  of 
Attalla,  Ala.,  the  Nation’s  first  title  V 
loan  under  the  senior  citizens  program, 
it  meant  comfort  they  had  not  enjoyed 
for  years.  A  $6,210  title  V  loan  made  it 
possible  for  Mr.  Montgomery,  a  retired 
steel  construction  worker,  and  his  wife 
to  move  from  their  former  100-year-old 
residence — part  of  an  old  country  post- 
office — into  a  modern,  24-  by  48-foot 
structure  with  water  and  electrical  sys¬ 
tems.  Their  former  home  was  in  such 
condition  that  further  repairs  were  no 
longer  practical.  Their  new  house  in¬ 
cludes  a  combined  kitchen  and  family 
room,  two  bedrooms,  bath,  living  room, 
and  carport  with  storage  area. 

To  Clarence  Sprinkle,  a  Jackson,  N.J., 
businessman,  a  $100,000  title  V  insured 
loan  made  it  possible  for  him  to  con¬ 
struct  a  20 -unit  rental  housing  apart¬ 
ment  for  retired  farmers  and  rural  resi¬ 
dents  in  Jackson  Township,  Ocean 
County,  N.J.  Here  more  than  15 
percent  of  the  residents  are  over  65 
years  of  age. 

To  the  75 -member  Gem  County, 
Idaho,  Cooperative  Labor  Council  a  $50,- 
000  farm  labor  housing  loan  helped  im¬ 
prove  living  conditions  for  badly  needed 
migratory  workers  who  harvest  the 
area’s  fruit  and  vegetable  crops. 

To  the  Dennis  F.  Thompsons,  Gray, 
Ga.,  a  rural  housing  loan  meant  needed 
repair  of  their  house  after  a  car’s  brakes 
failed  to  hold  a  hill  and  sent  the  vehicle 
crashing  into  the  side  of  the  house. 
Loan  funds  also  covered  renovation  of 
the  Thompson’s  home  so  they  could  add 
a  new  bedroom  and  bathroom  upstairs 
and  enlarge  their  house  to  fill  the  needs 
of  a  growing  rural  family. 

To  the  rural  Mio  community  in  north¬ 
ern  Michigan,  nearly  $150,000  in  rural 
housing  money  not  only  solved  the  hous¬ 
ing  problem  for  12  families,  but  also  pro¬ 
vided  work  for  at  least  six  different  con¬ 
tractors  and  their  work  force. 

And  there  are  literally  thousands  of 
other  cases  where  individual  and  com¬ 
munity  rural  housing  needs  were  met  by 
the  expanded  title  V  program. 

During  fiscal  year  1963,  applications 
for  rural  housing  loans  under  the  title 
V  program  were  received  at  the  rate  of 
3,000  per  month.  On  the  assumption 
that  this  rate  of  applications  will  con¬ 
tinue  during  fiscal  1964,  it  would  require 
some  $400  million  to  carry  the  program 
through  fiscal  1964.  This  is  the  amount 
recommended  by  the  President  in  his 
budget  message  to  the  Congress  this 
year. 

On  July  1,  1963,  the  unused  balance 
in  the  farm  housing  loan  authorization 
was  $148  million.  At  the  same  time, 
there  were  some  16,005  pending  applica¬ 
tions  for  loans  under  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  place  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks  a  table  showing  the  num¬ 
ber  of  rural  loan  applications  by  States. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Rural  housing  applications  on  hand  as  of 
June  30, 1963 


Alabama _  988 

Alaska _  79 

Arizona _ 47 

Arkansas _  890 

California _  118 

Colorado _  155 

Connecticut _  9 

Delaware _ _ _  22 

Florida _  381 

Georgia _  981 

Hawaii _  58 

Idaho _ _ _  183 

Illinois _  125 

Indiana— _ 184 

Iowa _ 294 

Kansas _  209 

Kentucky _  432 

Louisiana _  401 

Maine _  214 

Maryland _ _  '  159 

Massachusetts^ _  17 

Michigan _  236 

Minnesota _  438 

Mississippi _  1,091 

Missouri _  637 

Montana— _ ,„  124 

Nebraska _  149 

Nevada _  36 

New  Hampshire _  27 

New  Jersey _  58 

New  Mexico _  110 

New  York _  221 

North  Carolina _  1,  215 

North  Dakota _ 497 

Ohio _  168 

Oklahoma _  509 

Oregon _ , _  53 

Pennsylvania _  181 

Rhode  Island _ _  l 

South  Carolina _  563 

South  Dakota _  221 

Tennessee _  630 

Texas _  899 

Utah _  217 

Vermont _  24 

Virginia _  »  305 

Washington _  no 

West  Virginia _  373 

Washington _  292 

Wyoming _  60 

Puerto  Rico _  564 

Virgin  Islands _  50 


Total _  16,005 


Source:  Farmers  Home  Administration, 
USDA. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  funds  presently  avail¬ 
able  for  the  title  V  program  are  entirely 
inadequate  to  take  care  of  the  housing 
needs  of  our  rural  families.  It  is  obvi¬ 
ous,  too,  that  if  we  are  to  continue  this 
program  additional  funds  must  be 
provided. 

Of  course,  it  is  assumed  that  all  of 
the  existing  authorization,  as  well  as  the 
amount  by  which  it  may  be  increased, 
will  be  released  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  meet  the  need  of  applications 
as  they  are  received. 

In  this  connection,  I  repeat  the  point 
I  made  in  yesterday’s  discussion  of  this 
program.  There  is  nothing  in  the  1961 
Housing  Act — nor  was  it  congressional 
intent — requiring  the  farm  housing  loan 
authorization  to  be  spread  over  a  4-year 
period  and  I  am  hopeful  that  the  Bu- 
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reau  will  correct  its  position  in  regard 
to  this  matter. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  title  V 
rural  housing  loan  program  should  con¬ 
tinue  to  have  the  support  of  Congress. 

I  certainly  will  continue  to  work  for  it. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman]  for  the  very  fine  recita¬ 
tion  he  has  made  here  on  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  program. 

One  of  the  most  significant  and  bene¬ 
ficial  programs  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  ever  adopted  began  in  1949  with 
the  institution  of  the  rural  housing  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion.  Since  that  time,  over  $606  million 
has  been  loaned  to  help  improve  the 
housing  conditions  of  some  77,500  farm¬ 
ers  and  rural  residents  of  this  Nation. 
These  loans  are  made  to  finance  the  con¬ 
struction  or  improvement  of  dwellings 
and  farm  service  buildings  that  are  mod¬ 
est  in  size,  design,  and  cost.  They  are 
made  on  farms,  in  open  country,  and  in 
small  country  towns  and  villages  with 
populations  of  not  more  than  2,500  that 
are  not  near  to,  or  closely  associated, 
with  an  urban  area;  and  only  families 
who  cannot  obtain  adequate  financing 
from  other  sources  are  eligible  for  these 
loans. 

The  availability  of  these  loans  is  nec¬ 
essary,  Mr.  President,  because  of  the  low 
income  of  many  families  in  our  rural 
areas  and  the  lack  of  adequate  commer¬ 
cial  housing  credit  at  reasonable  rates 
and  terms  in  many  of  these  areas.  These 
conditions  have  been  reflected  in  the 
fact  that  the  quality  of  rural  housing 
historically  has  been  inferior  to  that  of 
urban  housing.  Of  the  3.5  million  homes 
on  farms  and  the  14  million  nonfarm 
rural  homes,  20  percent  need  major  re¬ 
pairs  and  8.5  percent  are  in  such  a  di¬ 
lapidated  condition  that  they  endanger 
the  health,  safety,  and  wellbeing  of  the 
families.  This  is  a  condition  which  we 
cannot  allow  to  continue,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Before  analyzing  the  history  and  suc¬ 
cess  of  this  program,  it  should  first  be 
emphasized  that  this  is  not  a  program  of 
grants  or  giveaways  by' the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment;  this  is  a  loan  program  under 
which  every  dollar  advanced  carries  with 
it  an  obligation  of  repayment  with  inter¬ 
est  at  the  rate  of  4  percent  per  annum. 
The  economic  soundness  of  these  loans  is 
proven  by  an  examination  of  the  repay¬ 
ment  record.  As  of  December  31,  1962, 
13,699,  or  19.5  percent,  of  the  borrowers 
had  satisfied  their  indebtedness  in  full. 
The  total  principal  writeoffs  and  judg¬ 
ments  outstanding  as  of  that  date 
amounted  to  only  $99,494;  this  represents 
less  than  two  one -hundredths  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cumulative  amount  loaned 
since  the  inception  of  the  program  in 
1949.  In  my  own  State  of  Mississippi, 
not  a  single  penny  has  ever  been  lost  on 
any  of  the  loans. 

Although  the  primary  benefits  of  this 
program  for  housing  accrue  to  the  fami¬ 
lies  who  receive  the  loans,  the  secondary 
economic  benefits  for  expenditures  for 
housing  materials  and  labor  have  been 
significant  and  widespread.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated,  for  example,  that  the  more  than 
$606  million  advanced  to  date  has  result¬ 
ed  in  166,000  man-years  of  employment 


and  a  total  economic  impact  of  about  $3.6 
billion.  The  value  of  this  stimulation  in 
many  of  our  economically  depressed 
rural  areas  cannot  be  overlooked. 

I  think  these  statistics  graphically  il¬ 
lustrate,  Mr.  President,  the  significance 
of  this  program  since  it  was  instituted  in 
1949.  But  what  is  the  present  need  for 
rural  housing  funds,  and  what  is  the 
present  status  of  available  funds?  Let 
me  present  the  need  for  these  funds  by 
first  citing  a  few  facts  with  reference  to 
the  program  in  Mississippi.  During  the 
month  of  August,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  released  $30  million  for  use  in  the 
Nation  during  the  first  quarter  of  fiscal 
year  1964.  Of  this  amount,  Mississippi 
received  an  allotment  of  $1,700,000;  but 
at  that  time  the  State  director  had  re¬ 
ceived  loan  dockets  totaling  $2,700,000. 
In  addition,  there  were  an  undetermined 
number  of  dockets  in  the  county  offices 
which  were  ready  for  approval,  and  for 
which  all  the  preliminary  work  had  been 
done.  There  was  also  a  minimum  of  150 
applications  on  which  no  work  had  been 
done.  To  summarize  the  situation  in  my 
State,  I  am  advised  by  the  director  that 
a  minimum  of  $2  million  a  month  could 
be  used  in  Mississippi  for  an  indefinite 
period  of  time.  Viewed  nationally,  16,005 
applications  were  on  hand  as  of  June  30, 
1963;  and  new  applications  are  being  re¬ 
ceived  at  the  rate  of  almost  4,000  a 
month. 

A  total  of  $183,031,156  was  loaned  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  1963;  but  because  of 
the  tremendous  need  for  this  program 
and  its  outstanding  success  over  the 
years,  the  President,  in  his  budget  mes¬ 
sage  to  Congress,  anticipated  that  the 
need  for  these  funds  would  reach  a  level 
of  $400  million  annually.  He  recom¬ 
mended  legislation  to  establish  an  in¬ 
sured  loan  program  in  order  to  carry  out 
this  inci'eased  activity;  but  it  is  apparent, 
Mr.  President,  that  during  this  session 
of  Congress  no  action  will  be  taken  on 
this  recommendation. 

Under  the  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
National  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury,  in 
order  to  carry  out  this  progam.  At  the 
beginning  of  the  current  fiscal  year,  how¬ 
ever,  there  remained  only  approximately 
$148  million  in  this  authorization,  which 
expires  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1965. 

It  is  therefore  necessary,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  this  Congress  take  action  if 
this  program  is  to  continue  during  the 
current  year  at  a  level  at  least  approxi¬ 
mating  the  total  amount  of  funds  ad¬ 
vanced  during  the  fiscal  year  1963. 

Because  of  my  deep  interest  in  this 
program  and  my  firsthand  knowledge  of 
what  it  has  meant  to  the  rural  areas  of 
the  Nation,  I  offered  an  amendment, 
during  committee  consideration  of  the 
agricultural  appropriations  bill,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  existing  borrowing  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  by  the  sum  of  $25 
billion.  This  would  provide  a  total  of 
approximately  $175  million  for  use  in 
this  activity  of  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration.  The  committee  approved 
this  amendment,  Mr.  President,  and 
stated  in  its  report: 

This  additional  amount,  together  with 
approximately  $150  million  carried  forward 
into  fiscal  1964,  will  only  provide  about  one- 


half  of  the  loan  authorization  required  for 
this  program,  if  it  is  carried  out  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  President’s  program.  The 
committee  directs  the  Departement  to  utilize 
this  new  authorization,  and  the  remaining 
borrowing  authority  as  expeditiously  as  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  the  demand  for  rural  housing 
building  loans. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  the  need  for  this 
type  of  program  in  many  of  the  rural 
areas  of  our  Nation.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  that  many  families  are  now  living  in 
substandard  housing  because  they  are 
unable  to  qualify  for  commercial  financ¬ 
ing.  But  they  are  ready,  willing,  and 
able  to  repay  loans  made  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  to  enable  them  to  live  in  modest, 
but  suitable,  homes.  Experience  proves 
this,  Mr.  President;  and  I  strongly  urge 
the  approval  of  this  program  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee. 
equalization  op  salaries  of  experiment 

STATION  AND  EXTENSION  SERVICE  WORKERS 

WITH  SALARIES  OF  OTHER  FEDERAL  EMPLOY- 

EES 

Mr.  President,  two  of  the  most  valu¬ 
able  functions  of  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  are  those  rendered,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  various  States,  through  the 
Extension  Service  and  the  Cooperative 
State  Experiment  Station  Service.  In 
my  opinion,  outstanding  progress  has 
been  made  throughout  the  Nation  as  the 
result  of  the  services  performed  by  these 
two  agencies  in  association  with  the 
land-grant  institutions  of  this  country. 

The  employees  of  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  experiment  stations  are  ac¬ 
tually  employed  by  the  respective  States. 
A  portion  of  the  salaries  of  these  people 
is  provided  by  the  Federal  Government, 
however;  and  I  want  to  address  myself 
to  the  importance  of  equalizing  the  sal¬ 
aries  of  these  employees  with  those  of 
classified  civil  service  employees  of  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies,  as  provided  by  Public  Law 
87-793,  the  Pay  Act  passed  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  last  year. 

Testimony  presented  to  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Subcommittee  revealed  that 
both  of  these  agencies  are  experiencing 
difficulty  in  recruiting  and  retaining 
competent  scientists  and  workers,  be¬ 
cause  employees  of  other  agencies,  of 
comparable  professional  and  technical 
rating,  receive  considerably  more  salary 
and  greater  retirement  benefits.  Dr.  E. 
T.  York,  the  former  Administrator  of  the 
Extension  Service,  stated,  for  example, 
that  in  some  States  the  salaries  of  county 
extension  workers  are,  on  the  average, 
$1,000  to  $1,500  below  the  salaries  of 
classified  civil  service  workers  with  es¬ 
sentially  the  same  training,  experience, 
and  responsibility.  He  further  stated 
that  the  Extension  Service’s  position  had 
“worsened  considerably  in  this  regard 
since  the  passage  of  the  Pay  Act  last 
year.”  The  same  statement  can  be  made 
with  reference  to  the  experiment 
station  workers;  and,  in  my  opinion,  Mr. 
President,  the  services  of  these  employ¬ 
ees  are  too  valuable  to  lose. 

Under  the  existing  arrangements,  the 
Federal  Government  contributes  ap¬ 
proximately  38  percent  of  the  funds  to 
pay  the  salaries  of  the  Extension  Service 
workers,  and  the  States  provide  the  re¬ 
maining  62  percent.  So  far  as  the  ex¬ 
periment  station  employees  are  con¬ 
cerned,  the  States  contribute  approxi- 
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mately  $3.50  for  every  dollar  provided 
by  the  Federal  Government.  We  are  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  several  States  either  have 
provided  or  will  immediately  provide  the 
additional  funds  to  match  the  Federal 
money.  Approximately  14,500  Extension 
Service  workers  and  9,600  experiment 
station  workers  will  be  affected  by  this 
action. 

I  cannot  urge  too  strongly,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  Senate  take  action  this 
year  to  equalize  the  pay  levels  of  those 
woi'kers  with  those  of  Federal  employees 
in  other  agencies.  It  is  only  just  and 
right  that  this  be  done.  It  was  promised 
last  year,  and  funds  for  it  were  included 
in  the  supplemental  appropriations  bill; 
but,  of  course,  that  bill  was  never  en¬ 
acted.  I  sincerely  hope  the  Senate  will 
approve  the  recommendation  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  and  will  pro¬ 
vide  funds  for  the  Federal  share  of  this 
equalization. 

COTTON  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  items  in  this  bill  is  the  provision 
for  a  sharply  increased,  across-the-board 
research  attack  on  the  problems  facing 
American  agriculture.  The  House  had 
included  in  the  bill  a  special  provision 
aimed  at  increasing  the  appropriation 
for  research  to  reduce  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  of  surplus  commodities.  This 
was  a  gratifying  acknowledgment  of  the 
importance  to  agriculture  of  cost-cutting 
research.  Of  course,  I  was  pleased  that 
our  committee  saw  fit  to  increase  the 
amount  in  the  bill,  and  that  these  addi¬ 
tional  funds  were  also  available  for  re¬ 
search  to  reduce  production  costs.  In 
my  judgment,  a  dollar  invested  in  a 
sound  agricultural  research  program  is 
the  wisest  expenditure  this  Government 
can  make  to  improve  the  economic  posi¬ 
tion  of  farmers  and  to  reduce  the  cost  of 
Government  programs. 

This  is  particularly  true  in  the  case  of 
cotton,  which  contributes  immeasurably 
to  the  Nation’s  economy.  Unfortunately, 
cotton  is  losing  markets  daily,  and  under 
present  conditions  is  incapable  of  coping 
with  its  competition  in  its  markets.  In 
addition,  American  mills  are  forced  to 
pay  one-third  more  for  their  cotton  than 
do  foreign  mills.  During  the  2  years 
ending  July  31,  1963,  first,  cotton  has 
suffered  a  direct  competitive  loss  to  com¬ 
peting  fibers  of  about  iy2  million  bales; 
second,  exports  have  dropped  from  6.6 
million  bales  to  3.3  million  bales;  third, 
stocks  of  cotton  on  hand  in  the  United 
States  increased  from  7.2  to  11.2  million 
bales;  fourth,  imports  of  cotton  in  the 
form  of  textiles  are  up  from  414,000  bales 
to  645,000  bales;  fifth,  the  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  has  been  cut  from  18.5  to 
16.2  million  acres;  sixth,  annual  storage 
and  handling  charges  on  Government 
cotton  have  increased  from  about  $25 
million  to  about  $70  million;  and  seventh, 
Government  investment  in  cotton  stocks 
has  gone  up  from  about  $300  million  to 
about  $lI/4  billion. 

During  the  current  season,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  estimates  that  farm¬ 
ers  will  produce,  on  the  minimum  acre¬ 
age  allotment,  600,000  bales  more  than 
will  be  used.  On  next  August  1,  stocks 
will  be  almost  12  million  bales,  the  largest 
since  the  record  level  of  August  1,  1956. 
Obviously,  we  must  reverse  this  trend. 


The  way  to  do  so  is  to  make  cotton  com¬ 
petitive  in  its  markets. 

Under  present  conditions,  the  cost  of 
production  is  so  high  that  farmers  can¬ 
not  take  a  sufficiently  lower  price  to  ac¬ 
complish  this  objective.  Testimony  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
and  supported  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  showed  that  a  dynamic  re¬ 
search  program  can  in  a  few  years  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  of  growing  cotton  to  a 
point  where  cotton  can  be  fully  competi¬ 
tive  both  at  home  and  abroad.  This  can 
be  accomplished  at  less  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment;  and,  at  the  same  time,  farm 
income  can  be  increased  as  markets  ex¬ 
pand. 

Cotton  is  an  industrial  raw  material. 
Its  competition  stems  in  large  measure 
from  products  developed  through  re¬ 
search  by  our  great  chemical  companies. 
These  manmade  fibers  are  taking  away 
markets  traditionally  held  by  cotton. 
They  are  doing  so  primarily  on  a  price 
basis.  The  only  way  in  the  long  run  for 
cotton  to  regain  its  dominant  position 
is  to  get  its  costs  down  and  its  price  com¬ 
petitive. 

Mr.  President,  there  can  be  little  doubt 
of  the  value  of  research  to  agriculture. 
The  hearing  record  is  replete  with  testi¬ 
mony  on  the  benefits  that  have  been 
reaped  by  both  farmers  and  the  public 
from  our  agricultural  research  programs. 
It  is  because  of  the  amazing  potential 
service  that  research  can  render  in  solv¬ 
ing  many  of  our  farm  problems  that  the 
committee  sharply  increased  the  authori¬ 
zation  for  research  by  permitting,  for  this 
purpose,  the  transfer  of  $35  million  from 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

There  is  much  logic  in  this  method. 
It  seems  obvious  that  the  support  of  re¬ 
search  which  is  intended  to  reduce  Gov¬ 
ernment  costs  for  the  cotton  program  is 
a  logical  and  businesslike  function  for  the 

ccc. 

Unfortunately,  in  recent  years,  the 
agricultural  research  program,  particu¬ 
larly  that  for  production  research,  has 
been  inadequately  financed.  In  1940, 
agriculture  accounted  for  about  39  per¬ 
cent  of  Federal  research  expenditures. 
Today,  it  accounts  for  less  than  2  per¬ 
cent.  And  even  with  the  increase  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  committee,  it  will  still  be 
under  2  percent. 

Earlier,  Mr.  President,  I  mentioned 
the  disastrous  competitive  position  in 
which  the  U.S.  raw  cotton  industry  now 
finds  itself.  I  pointed  out  that  this  situa¬ 
tion  is  caused  by  the  inability  of  cotton 
to  meet  its  competition.  And  until  it  is 
made  competitive,  the  utilization  of  cot¬ 
ton  as  a  raw  material  will  continue  to 
decline.  Cotton  no  longer  occupies  a 
monopoly  position  in  the  world  fiber 
market,  largely  because  the  research  ef¬ 
fort  in  its  behalf  has  been  insufficient 
for  it  to  keep  pace  with  its  competitors 
in  the  matter  of  costs  and  price. 

It  is  vitally  important  to  the  Nation’s 
economy  that  the  cotton  industry  ex¬ 
pand  and  prosper.  There  are  more  than 
21  million  people  whose  livelihood  is  as¬ 
sociated  with  cotton.  In  U.S.  agricul¬ 
ture,  cotton  stands  as  the  leading  cash 
crop.  In  terms  of  finished  products,  cot¬ 
ton  has  an  annual  average  value  of  about 
$15  billion. 

As  an  example  of  cotton’s  place  in  the 


17313 

economy  of  some  big  local  areas,  the 
trade  territory  of  Memphis  might  be  ex¬ 
amined.  This  76-county  area  has  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  2/4  million.  Cash  receipts 
from  farm  sales  of  cotton  are  more  than 
half  again  larger  than  the  total  manu¬ 
facturing  payroll  of  the  trade  territory, 
including  Memphis,  and  nearly  60  per¬ 
cent  bigger  than  sales  of  all  other  crops 
and  livestock  combined. 

But  the  importance  of  cotton  extends 
beyond  the  borders  of  the  States  that 
make  up  the  Cotton  Belt.  Acres  devoted 
to  growing  cotton  are  among  the  most 
productive  in  the  country.  If  these  areas 
are  forced  out  of  cotton,  they  will  inevi¬ 
tably  go  into  the  production  of  other 
crops,  many  of  which  are  already  in  sur¬ 
plus.  The  reduction  in  the  cotton  allot¬ 
ment  of  18  million  acres  to  16  million 
acres  minimum  from  1962  to  1963  has  al¬ 
ready  forced  acres  into  other  crops.  The 
implication  of  such  a  development  needs 
no  elaboration. 

Finally,  cotton  is  the  largest  single 
earner  of  foreign  exchange  among  U.S. 
exports.  Over  the  last  6  fiscal  years, 
cotton  exports  had  an  average  value  of 
$800  million,  nearly  a  fifth  of  total  agri¬ 
cultural  exports.  Without  cotton,  the 
Nation’s  deficit  in  balance  of  payments, 
which  has  been  $2  to  $21/2  billion  the  last 
several  years,  would  have  been  substan¬ 
tially  worse,  and  a  much  more  serious 
outflow  of  gold  would  have  resulted.  Our 
country  is  in  the  position  of  badly  need¬ 
ing  more  exports.  It  can  hardly  afford 

to  lose  its  biggest  export  commodity^ _ 

cotton. 

Fortunately,  through  research  we  can 
solve  the  cotton  problem  within  a  rela¬ 
tively  short  period  of  time.  The  pro¬ 
gram  envisioned  is  designed  to  reduce 
the  average  cost  of  producing  a  pound 
of  cotton  lint  by  11  cents.  The  magni¬ 
tude  of  such  a  reduction  can  be  illus¬ 
trated  by  the  fact  that  11  cents  is  equal 
to  one-third  of  the  current  market  price 
of  cotton.  The  research  contemplated 
would  be  directed  primarily  at  the  major 
items  of  production  costs — weeds,  in¬ 
sects,  and  diseases.  Other  areas  to  be 
covered  would  include  mechanization 
costs,  improved  fruiting  and  yield,  and 
modernization  of  processing  operations. 

About  one-half  of  this  cost  reduction 
would  be  made  by  straight  savings  in  la¬ 
bor,  chemicals,  machines,  and  other 
materials  used  in  making  a  cotton  crop. 
The  other  one-half  would  come  by  re¬ 
ducing  the  production  losses  farmers  now 
experience. 

The  remarkable  thing  about  the  type 
of  research  program  I  am  describing 
for  cotton  is  its  cost.  To  do  this  job  for 
cotton  will  cost  only  about  $10  million  a 
year,  which  is  less  than  30  percent  of  the 
special  research  fund  contained  in  the 
bill.  This  is  less  than  2  percent  of  the 
amount  currently  being  spent  by  the 
Government  on  the  cotton  program  each 
year.  We  cannot  fail  to  take  advantage 
of  such  an  opportunity.  Cotton  today  is 
still  one  of  the  finest,  most  versatile  fi¬ 
bers  in  existence.  Given  a  chance,  it 
can  compete  on  its  own  at  a  substantial¬ 
ly  reduced  Government  cost.  The  funds 
for  research  provided  in  this  bill  will 
permit  a  big  step  in  the  direction  of  that 
goal. 
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Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  make  a  few  com¬ 
ments  about  what  the  bill  includes  in  the 
way  of  an  appropriation  of  funds  for  re¬ 
search  work  on  cotton. 

Some  time  ago,  a  special  cotton  indus¬ 
try  committee  made  a  thorough  study  of 
the  needs  of  cotton  research  work,  and 
earlier  this  year  proposed  to  Congress 
that  a  $10  million  crash  research  pro¬ 
gram  be  initiated. 

It  was  generally  agreed  throughout  the 
cotton  industry  that  we  must  decrease 
the  cost  of  producing  cotton,  and  at  the 
same  time  must  improve  the  quality  of 
cotton,  if  we  are  to  have  any  hope  of  re¬ 
gaining  lost  markets  for  cotton  and  mak¬ 
ing  the  price  of  cotton  competitive  with 
the  prices  of  synthetic  fibers. 

In  recent  years  our  export  markets  for 
cotton  have  dwindled;  and  even  today  the 
Government  is  paying  an  export  subsidy 
on  all  cotton  sold  outside  the  United 
States.  Even  with  the  export  subsidy, 
which  is  most  unfair  to  domestic  mills, 
we  are  still  losing  cotton  markets  abroad. 

We  are  also  losing  to  synthetic  fibers, 
cotton  markets  in  the  United  States. 
Unless  some  action  is  taken,  we  can  ex¬ 
pect  the  destruction  of  the  cotton  indus¬ 
try,  as  we  have  known  it,  all  the  way 
from  the  farm  to  the  textile  mill. 

Many  authorities  in  the  field  are  con¬ 
vinced  we  can  reduce  the  cost  of  cotton 
as  much  as  10  cents  a  pound,  through 
an  accelerated  research  program.  We 
need  very  badly  to  increase  the  per-acre 
yield  of  cotton,  to  improve  quality,  and 
to  reduce  the  cost  of  production,  in  order 
for  cotton  once  again  to  become  com¬ 
petitive. 

I  think  we  can  do  this  through  re¬ 
search.  If  we  are  able  to  reduce  the 
cost  of  producing  cotton  by  as  much  as 
10  cents  a  pound,  it  can  then  stand  on 
its  own  two  feet,  in  competition  with 
rayon  and  any  other  synthetic  fiber. 

I  regret  that  neither  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  nor  the  Senate  committee  saw 
fit  to  vote  to  launch  a  special  “crash” 
research  program  for  cotton;  but  I  am 
glad  that  in  the  past  year  we  have  in¬ 
tensified  our  efforts  in  cotton  research, 
and  that  there  is  real  hope  for  cotton 
under  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Senate 
committee. 

Under  the  Senate  committee  bill,  a 
rather  ambitious  research  program 
could  be  carried  on  under  the  provision 
which  sets  aside  $35  million  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  research. 

I  think  it  essential  that  we  keep  this 
provision  in  the  bill.  So  I  sincerely 
hope  the  Senate  will  approve  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommendation,  and  that  in  the 
conference  it  will  be  possible  to  retain 
this  section  of  the  bill. 

Under  the  utilization  research  section, 
we  can  begin  a  badly  needed  program 
which  I  hope  in  the  next  year  or  two  will 
include  the  expenditure  of  several  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  for  work  on  cotton. 

I  think  this  is  a  modest  sum  indeed,  in 
view  of  the  very  great  importance  of 
cotton  to  our  economy  and  to  our  posi¬ 
tion  as  a  nation  in  world  trade. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  noted  that  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
recommended  the  inclusion  in  the  bill 
of  certain  amendments  in  respect  to 


tobacco,  as  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

I  wish  to  clarify  these  differences  in 
respect  to  tobacco  as  between  the  House 
version  of  the  bill  and  the  version  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate  committee;  and 
I  also  wish  to  raise  some  questions  about 
the  direction  in  which  tobacco  research 
is  going,  as  compared  with  present-day 
needs. 

In  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House,  an 
additional  appropriation  of  $400,000 
above  the  President’s  budget  was  pro¬ 
posed  for  research  projects  in  Flue- 
cured  and  burley  tobacco.  According  to 
the  House  committee  report,  the  $400,- 
000  would  be  equally  divided  between 
projects  in  North  Carolina  and  projects 
in  Kentucky. 

The  Senate  committee  voted  to  make 
changes  on  this  particular  point  in  the 
House  version  of  the  bill.  The  Senate 
committee  version  calls  for  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  $50,000  above  the  budget 
recommendation,  to  strengthen  tobacco 
research,  with  particular  emphasis  upon 
the  problems  of  sucker  control  and  syn¬ 
thetic  growth  regulators. 

In  addition,  the  Senate  committee  has 
recommended  the  assignment  for  agri¬ 
culture  research  of  $35  million  from 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds. 
The  Senate  committee’s  report  states 
that,  in  general,  this  $35  million  would 
be  used  to  carry  out  a  program  of  utili¬ 
zation  research  as  outlined  in  a  report 
to  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  in  Senate  Document  No.  34, 
which  has  just  been  printed. 

In  this  report  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  outlines  a  program  of  research 
which  would  seek  to  isolate  and  identify 
the  various  chemical  components  of  to¬ 
bacco.  The  Secretary  recommends 
$200,000  for  this  project. 

This  means  that  if  the  bill  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Senate  committee  is  en- 
actd  into  law,  an  additional  $250,000 
over  the  budget  recommendations  will 
be  put  into  tobacco  research  in  the  com¬ 
ing  year. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  sucker  con¬ 
trol  work  and  the  isolation  and  identifi¬ 
cation  of  chemical  components  of 
tobacco,  which  would  be  carried  on  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  version  of  the  bill,  would  fill  very 
urgent  and  immediate  needs  of  the  to¬ 
bacco  industry. 

Quite  some  time  ago  many  persons 
who  are  vitally  interested  in  tobacco 
foresaw  the  need  for  a  greatly  acceler¬ 
ated  research  program  to  help  meet  the 
problem  of  improving  quality  and  the 
problem  of  regaining  the  export  markets 
we  have  been  losing  in  recent  years.  As 
a  result  of  the  urgency  of  the  situation, 
leaders  in  the  industry  presented  to 
Congress  a  proposal  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  tobacco  quality  research  lab¬ 
oratory  which  would  get  at  the  more 
pressing  and  more  urgent  problems  fac¬ 
ing  the  industry.  I  regret  very  much 
that  neither  the  Senate  committee  nor 
the  House  committee  saw  fit  to  vote  for 
the  establishment  of  a  special  laboratory 
for  this  purpose;  but  I  am  encouraged 
that  both  committees  have  recognized 
the  seriousness  of  the  problems  facing 
tobacco,  and  have  made  a  step  in  the 
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right  direction  toward  helping  solve 
these  problems. 

I  was  also  happy  to  note  that  the 
Senate  committee’s  amendment  author¬ 
izing  the  expenditure  of  $35  million  in 
CCC  funds  specifically  directed  the 
Secretary  to  include  research  work  in 
the  cost  of  production  and  other  related 
work,  as  well  as  for  utilization  and  new 
uses. 

This  is  an  essential  amendment  if  we 
are  to  be  successful  in  solving  some  of 
the  most  pressing  problems  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  tobacco  and  other  crops.  The 
questions  of  utilization,  production,  and 
quality  are  all  closely  interrelated;  and 
the  Senate  committee’s  amendment  en¬ 
ables  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
carry  on  research  projects  in  all  three 
areas. 

During  the  past  20  years,  most  of  our 
research  in  tobacco  and  other  crops  has 
been  concentrated  on  increased  produc¬ 
tion  and  per  acre  yield.  We  have  had 
tremendous  results,  with  the  result  that 
American  agriculture  is  the  most  produc¬ 
tive  and  efficient  in  the  world. 

Therefore,  I  feel  that  it  is  very  impor¬ 
tant  that  we  now  put  new  emphasis  on 
the  quality  of  the  products  we  have 
learned  how  to  produce  in  abundant 
quantity. 

In  the  case  of  tobacco,  not  only  must 
we  learn  more  about  the  chemical  com¬ 
ponents  that  make  up  tobacco;  we  must 
also  learn  what  constitutes  and  affects 
quality.  We  must  learn  the  effects 
which  fertilization,  irrigation,  synthetic 
sucker  controls,  curing,  and  other  cul¬ 
tural  practices  have  on  the  quality  of  the 
leaf  that  is  finally  produced. 

We  must  learn  all  of  these  things  and 
must  be  able  to  identify  quality  factors, 
so  farmers  will  not  only  know  how  to 
recognize  and  identify  them,  but  also 
will  know  how  to  carry  on  their  produc¬ 
tion  practices  in  such  ways  as  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  kind  of  tobacco  that  will  result 
increased  markets  for  it. 

Therefore,  I  am  pleased  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  has  voted  to  include  in 
the  bill  language  that  will  enable  us  to 
launch  programs  that  embrace  all  as¬ 
pects  of  increased  and  new  uses  for  the 
crops  we  are  now  producing  in  abun¬ 
dance. 

Although  the  committee  did  not  use  in 
its  version  of  the  bill  the  specific  words 
“quality  development,”  there  is  no  doubt 
that  it  is  the  intent  of  the  committee 
that  utilization  research  and  related 
work  shall  include  work  in  quality  devel¬ 
opment  and  improvement. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
pending  an  amendment  in  connection 
with  this  appropriation  bill.  At  this 
time,  I  desire  to  discuss  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOT  -LAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  co¬ 
operate  fully  with  the  distinguished 
Senator,  except  for  the  fact  that  I  wish 
him  to  know,  as  I  believe  he  already 
does,  that  when  he  has  completed  the  full 
debate  on  the  amendment,  I  expect  to 
make  a  point  of  order,  as  I  believe  I 
should.  Furthermore,  I  shall  state  that 
I  believe  this  is  an  unfavorable  time  for 
the  adoption  of  such  an  amendment. 
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However,  I  am  sure  the  amendment  is 
well  worthy  of  discussion;  and  I  cer¬ 
tainly  desire  the  Senator  to  have  all  the 
time  he  wishes  to  discuss  it  to  the  fullest 
possible  extent. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  courtesy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  wish  to  call  up 
his  amendment  now  ? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  No,  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not.  Subsequently  I  shall  ask  that 
my  amendment  be  called  up  for  con¬ 
sideration.  I  hope  unanimous  consent 
will  be  given  for  that  purpose.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
already  stated  that,  on  the  basis  of  past 
practices,  he  will  object. 

Then,  of  course,  under  the  authority 
I  have — based  upon  the  fact  that  I  have 
filed  in  advance  written  notice  that  I 
shall  z-equest  the  consideration  of  an 
amendment  which  contemplates  a 
change  in  the  substantive  law — I  shall 
ask  for  a  vote  on  the  question  of  the  sus¬ 
pension  of  paragraph  4  of  rale  XVI,  so 
that  my  amendment  may  be  considered; 
and  on  that  question  I  shall  request  a 
yea-and-nay  vote.  I  am  so  notifying  the 
officials  of  the  Senate,  so  they  may  notify 
Senators  of  what  I  propose  to  do. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  to  understand  that  I 
shall  join  him  in  his  request  for  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote,  and  I  shall  expedite  in  any 
way  I  can  his  presentation  of  his  argu¬ 
ment  upon  his  amendment,  which  I 
know  will  be  an  excellent  one.  However, 
as  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  after  he 
submits  his  amendment  and  after  he  has 
concluded  his  argument  thereon,  I  wish 
to  follow  what  is  the  unfailing  precedent 
in  connection  with  this  matter. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  contemplates  changing  the 
law  in  order  that  the  interest  rate 
charged  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  will  be  raised  from  the  pres¬ 
ent  level  of  2  percent  to  a  new  level  of 
3  percent.  After  the  presentation  of  my 
argument  in  support  of  this  proposal,  I 
shall  discuss,  first,  the  history  and  the 
development  of  the  REA  within  our 
country. 

Second,  I  shall  discuss  the  interest 
rates  charged  when  the  REA  was 
adopted,  and  the  interest  rates  charged 
at  the  present  time  which  equal  to  3 
percent. 

Third,  I  shall  attempt  to  point  out  the 
impropriety  and  the  unjustifiable  action 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  borrowing 
money  at  an  interest  rate  of  4  percent, 
and  then  loaning  that  money  to  semi¬ 
commercial  enterprises  at  a  rate  of  inter¬ 
est  of  2  percent. 

Fourth,  I  shall  seek  to  point  out  the 
great  disparity  between  the  tax  rate  paid 
by  rural  electric  cooperatives  and  the 
tax  rate  paid  by  the  commercial  power 
companies. 

Fifth,  I  shall  seek  to  establish  the  fact 
that  the  low  interest  rates  charged  and 
the  tax  dispensations  given  transfer  to 
the  general  taxpayers  a  load  they  should 
not  be  required  to  bear. 

Sixth,  I  shall  point  out,  and  try  to 
establish,  that  this  program  of  borrow¬ 
ing  money  at  4  percent  and  loaning  it  at 


2  percent,  and  then  charging  private 
power  companies  a  tax  rate  that  com¬ 
pels  them  to  pay  25  percent  of  their  rev¬ 
enues  in  the  form  of  taxes,  while  the 
rural  electrics  pay  3  percent,  is  not  justi¬ 
fied  and  constitutes  a  subsidy  that  is 
antithetical  to  the  very  purposes  of  our 
Government  and  our  free  economy. 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  was  established  in  1935  by  Executive 
order  signed  by  President  Roosevelt  on 
May  11;  $75,000  was  authorized  to  be 
allocated,  from  an  emergency  relief  ap¬ 
propriation  of  the  RFC,  to  carry  out  the 
general  program  of  relief  of  the  un¬ 
employed. 

On  May  20,  1936,  Congress  enacted  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act,  providing  for  a 
limited  tenure  program  of  rural  electri¬ 
fication.  The  act  established  the  REA 
as  an  independent  lending  agency,  and 
loan  funds  were  authorized  to  be  secured 
from  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration. 

In  1944  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  Organic  Act  was  passed.  It  estab¬ 
lished  a  flat  rate  of  2  percent  on  un¬ 
matured  and  unpaid  balances  of  REA 
borrowers.  At  that  time  the  Treasury 
Department  was  paying  2Y2  percent  in¬ 
terest  on  the  moneys  which  it  borrowed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  to  interrupt  my  good  friend 
from  Ohio,  who  is  completely  sincere,  and 
partially  accurate  in  what  he  is  saying. 
The  2  V2  percent  was  the  long-time  inter¬ 
est  rate  at  that  time.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  short-term  interest  rate  was  only 
a  fraction  of  1  percent? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE. '  I  cannot  answer  that 
question,  but  I  have  before  me  a  tabula¬ 
tion  showing  the  interest  rates  paid  by 
the  Federal  Government  on  its  long-term 
loans  throughout  the  period.  We 
charged  an  interest  rate  of  3  percent  to 
REA  borrowers.  At  the  same  time  we 
were  borrowing  money  at  2.77  percent. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  At  that  time  we  were 
getting  .23  cents  more  on  a  dollar  on  the 
money  loaned  than  we  had  to  pay  on  the 
money  borrowed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  1937  we  charged 
2.77  percent,  while  we  were  borrowing  at 
2.88  percent. 

In  1938  we  charged  2.88  percent  and 
borrowed  at  2.73  percent. 

In  1939  we  charged  2.73  percent  and 
borrowed  at  2.69  percent. 

In  1940  we  charged  2.69  percent  and 
borrowed  at  2.46  percent. 

At  this  time  I  should  like  to  point  out 
that  the  rate  under  which  we  borrowed  in 
1  year  we  charged  in  the  second  year, 
and  if  in  the  second  year  we  borrowed  at 
a  lower  rate  than  we  did  in  the  first  year, 
we  then  charged  in  the  third  year  the 
rate  that  we  paid  in  the  second  year. 

I  now  come  down  to  the  year  1941.  We 
loaned  at  2.46  percent  and  borrowed  at 
2.48  percent. 

In  1942  we  loaned  at  2.48  percent  and 
borrowed  at  2.57  percent. 

In  1943  we  loaned  at  2.57  percent  and 
borrowed  at  2.67  percent.  That  proce¬ 
dure  continued  until  1945,  when  the  flat 
rate  of  2  percent  was  fixed.  The  state¬ 


ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  cor¬ 
rect  in  that  those  percentages  were 
related  to  long-term  borrowing. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  would  appreciate  it 
if  the  Senator  would  permit  me  to  finish 
my  statement  at  this  time. 

Obviously  the  reason  for  the  differ¬ 
ential  in  the  interest  rate  charged  the 
REA  borrowers  as  compared  to  the  rate 
the  Treasury  was  paying  was  intended  to 
lend  encouragement  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  new  REA  units  and  the  building 
of  additional  lines  to  serve  the  rural 
population.  This  plan  was  successful, 
for  according  to  a  tabulation  to  which  I 
shall  refer  later,  1944  marked  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  a  substantial  increase  in  REA 
units  and  line  construction. 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  has  been  an  outstanding  asset.  The 
program  has  bi-ought  much  comfort, 
lightened  burdens  of  the  farmer,  and 
stimulated  the  economy  of  our  Nation’s 
rural  areas.  However,  the  purpose  for 
which  the  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration  was  created  has  largely  been  ful¬ 
filled.  Its  continued  operation  under  the 
terms  and  provisions  provided  in  the 
present  law  have  permitted  the  REA  to 
go  far  beyond  the  original  intent  of  the 
Congress,  and  these  activities  are  now 
in  direct  conflict  with  our  basic  free 
enterprise  system.  The  sharp  rise  in 
REA  loan  authorization  in  1962  over  the 
level  proposed  by  a  previous  administra¬ 
tion  has  occurred  in  the  face  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  facts: 

First,  98  percent  practically  of  all 
farmers  already  have  electric  service. 

Second,  4  out  of  every  5  new  cus¬ 
tomers  being  added  to  the  REA  system 
are  nonfai’m  power  users. 

Third,  more  than  half  the  total  power 
sales  of  the  systems  are  now  being  made 
to  nonfarm  users. 

In  other  words,  the  purpose  of  the 
act — that  electrical  service  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  farmer — has  been  prac¬ 
tically  fully  achieved.  Ninety-eight  per¬ 
cent  of  all  farms,  as  I  have  previously 
stated,  are  now  provided  with  electrical 
service.  Four  out  of  every  new  five  cus¬ 
tomers  procured  by  REA  are  nonfarmers. 
More  than  half  the  total  power  sales  of 
the  systems  are  now  being  made  to  non¬ 
farm  users.  The  expansion  of  the  REA 
electrification  programs,  despite  those 
factors,  which  should  indicate  a  dimin¬ 
ishing  program,  is  due  to  an  aggressive 
effort  on  the  part  of  rural  electric  co¬ 
operatives  in  several  areas  to  create  their 
own  sources  of  power  and  replace  in  some 
measure  the  existing  sources. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  first  18  years 
of  the  existence  of  REA’s,  through  fiscal 
year  1954,  about  $2.3  billion  in  loans 
were  granted  for  distribution  systems  to 
carry  power  directly  to  rural  customers. 
Over  the  same  period  a  total  of  $550  mil¬ 
lion  were  granted  for  generation  and 
transmission  purposes.  This  was  18.8 
percent  of  all  electrification  loans 
granted. 

During  the  period  1955  through  1960 
the  generation  and  transmission  loans 
totaled  $463  million,  or  35  percent  of  all 
the  electrification  loans.  This  was  an 
average  of  $77  million  a  year. 
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In  fiscal  year  1961  G  and  T  loans  rose 
to  $152  million,  or  55  percent  of  total 
loans.  The  sharp  increase  in  amount 
and  proportion  of  G  and  T  loans  in  1961 
was  accounted  for  by  the  approval  on 
June  15,  1961,  of  a  $60  million  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  loan  which  was 
the  largest  single  REA  loan  ever  granted. 

Loans  for  generation  and  transmission 
purposes  in  1962  amounted  to  $155  mil¬ 
lion,  or  59  percent  of  the  total. 

The  estimate  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  is  $250  million,  which  would  be 
about  62  percent  of  the  total. 

I  cite  these  figures  to  point  out  how 
the  generation  and  transmission  loans 
have  risen  in  percentage  and  in  actual 
dollar  figures  since  1961. 

Of  the  $425  million  authorization  re¬ 
quest  for  fiscal  year  1964  which  is  in  the 
bill  pending  before  the  Senate,  about 
$290  million  would  be  available  for  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmission  purposes. 
This  would  be  68  percent  of  the  total 
authorizations. 

Thus,  in  the  4-year  period  of  1961 
through  1964  the  funds  loaned  and  budg¬ 
eted  for  generation  and  transmission 
totaled  $847  million.  This  4-year  total 
is  more  than  four-fifths  of  the  $1,013 
million  total  which  was  granted  in  G  and 
T  loans  for  more  than  24  years. 

In  24  years  the  total  was  $1,013  mil¬ 
lion,  yet  for  the  past  4  years  the  total 
was  $847  million.  This  indicates  clear¬ 
ly  that,  at  a  time  when  nearly  all  the 
farmers  have  been  provided  with  serv¬ 
ice,  the  rural  electrification  cooperatives 
are  entering  into  fields  that  were  never 
intended  to  be  served  by  them. 

If  the  true  economic  cost  of  power  fi¬ 
nanced  by  generation  and  transmission 
loans  were  taken  into  account  in  justify¬ 
ing  the  loans,  there  would  be  few  in¬ 
stances  in  which  such  loans  could  be  jus¬ 
tified  on  the  basis  of  cost.  The  economic 
cost  of  power  sold  by  the  investor-owned 
utilities  includes  the  cost  of  interest,  op¬ 
erating  expenses,  depreciation,  and 
taxes.  The  true  economic  cost  of  pow¬ 
er  sold  by  the  G  &  T  cooperatives  includes 
the  same  elements  of  cost,  although  the 
cooperative  itself  does  not  bear  all  the 
cost.  By  having  to  pay  only  2  percent 
interest  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  on 
money  which  costs  the  Treasury  4 
percent,  the  cooperative  shifts  one-half 
of  the  true  interest  cost  to  taxpayers 
generally.  Also,  by  being  exempt  from 
Federal  income  taxes  and  a  sizable  por¬ 
tion  of  State  and  local  taxes,  the  coop¬ 
eratives  shift  to  taxpayers  generally  the 
burden  of  the  taxes  they  forgo. 

I  wish  to  especially  direct  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues  to  the  subject  of  taxes 
paid  by  cooperatives  compared  to  taxes 
paid  by  the  investor-operated  power 
companies. 

In  1961  the  rural  electric  cooperatives 
received  revenues  of  $707,477,000  and 
paid  taxes  of  $23,435,000,  or  3.3  percent 
of  their  revenues.  What  did  the  pri¬ 
vate  power  companies  pay?  Their  rev¬ 
enues  were  $10,666,474,000.  They  paid 
taxes  amounting  to  $2,437,046,000,  or  22 
percent  of  their  revenues.  The  coopera¬ 
tives  paid  3%  percent  of  their  revenues 
in  taxes,  and  the  privately  operated  com¬ 
panies  paid  22.8  percent  in  1961. 

I  also  have  figures  for  1960.  In  1960 
the  cooperatives  paid  3  Vs  percent  of  their 


revenues  in  taxes.  The  private  power 
companies  paid  22.8  percent. 

In  1959  the  cooperatives  paid  3  per¬ 
cent,  and  the  private  power  companies 
paid  22  percent  in  taxes,  for  every  dollar 
paid  by  cooperatives  in  taxes  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  the  private  power  com¬ 
panies  pay  $7. 

I  point  out  at  this  time  that,  on  the 
basis  of  the  facts  which  I  have  hereto¬ 
fore  related,  every  four  of  five  customers 
newly  acquired  by  the  cooperatives  are 
nonfarmers.  If  those  nonfarmers  were 
served  by  private  power  companies,  the 
Federal  Government  would  be  receiving 
$1  out  of  every  $5  in  revenues  collected 
by  the  power  companies.  With  such 
consumers  being  served  by  the  coopera¬ 
tives,  the  Federal  Government  receives 
14  cents  out  of  $5.  How  can  it  be  as¬ 
serted  that  this  is  fair? 

I  think  I  have  some  concept  of  fair¬ 
ness.  I  cannot  see  how  it  can  be  argued 
that  in  a  free  enterprise  system  a  situa¬ 
tion  should  be  created  whereby  the  pri¬ 
vate  investor  has  to  pay  22  cents  out  of 
every  dollar  of  his  revenues  for  taxes, 
while  a  cooperative  pays  3  cents  out  of 
every  dollar.  Though  I  try  with  all  my 
might  to  reconcile  the  disparity  in  these 
figures,  I  cannot  do  so. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Not  at  this  time. 

If  there  were  a  jury  before  me  and  I 
were  charging  them  on  this  subject  and 
they  were  to  decide  the  issue  as  to 
whether  this  situation  was  fair,  I  would 
say  to  them,  “You  have  evidence  that 
the  private  power  company  pays  in  taxes 
22  cents  out  of  every  dollar  it  takes  in. 
The  cooperative  pays  3  cents  out  of  every 
dollar.  The  issue  which  you  have  to 
decide  is  whether  this  is  fair  to  the  gen¬ 
eral  taxpayer  and  whether  it  is  fair  to 
the  investors  of  the  private  power  com¬ 
panies.” 

To  say  that  it  is  fair  would,  in  my 
judgment,  require  a  distortion  of  reason 
and  a  distortion  of  moral  approach. 
There  would  have  to  be  an  abandonment 
of  what  one  of  our  Federal  officials  has 
labeled  as  puritanical  morality.  That  is 
the  only  ground  on  which  one  could  con¬ 
clude  that  the  situation  is  fair. 

We  come  now  to  the  2  percent  money. 
By  having  to  pay  only  2  percent  interest 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury  on  money  which 
costs  the  Treasury  4  percent,  the  cooper¬ 
ative  shifts  one-half  of  the  true  interest 
cost  to  the  taxpayers  generally.  Let  us 
ponder  that  fact  for  a  moment.  The 
Federal  Government  pays  4  percent  for 
borrowed  money,  and  lends  it  at  2  per¬ 
cent.  Is  that  fiscally  sound?  Is  it  fair? 
Is  it  fair  to  the  general  taxpayer,  who 
has  to  provide  that  2-percent  subsidy? 
I  do  not  consider  it  to  be  fair. 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  has  been  non-self -sustaining  finan¬ 
cially.  It  has  been  subsidized  by  the 
general  taxpayer.  There  was  a  time 
when  that  subsidization  was  probably 
justified.  It  was  fair  at  a  time  when  we 
were  trying  to  lift  the  farmer  out  of 
darkness,  to  provide  for  him  facilities 
that  are  available  when  electric  power 
is  supplied.  But  that  day  is  gone.  As 
I  pointed  out,  98  percent  of  the  farmers 
now  have  electric  sendee,  and  this  pro¬ 
gram  has  changed  in  character  from  a 
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purpose  to  serve  the  farmer  to  a  purpose 
to  destroy  the  private  power  companies. 
One  cannot  draw  any  other  conclusion. 
Though  the  arch  proponents  will  deny 
this  to  be  a  fact,  I  state  with  confidence 
that  it  is  a  penetration  of  socialism 
into  our  economy. 

I  do  not  believe  the  farmer  wants 
it.  I  do  not  believe  the  farmer,  with  all 
the  difficulty  of  sustaining  himself 
through  toil  on  the  land  and  through 
all  of  the  experience  the  farmer  has  in 
the  matter  of  good  husbandry,  will  sub¬ 
scribe  to  the  proposition  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  can  lend  money  at  2 
percent  which  it  has  to  borrow  at  4  per¬ 
cent  to  make  the  loan. 

The  rural  electrification  enterprises 
are  on  their  feet,  and  I  know  it  to  be  a 
fact  that  they  want  to  borrow  money  on 
the  general  market.  In  the  State  of  Ohio 
there  is  contemplated  the  establishment, 
through  a  combination  of  the  rural  elec- 
tricts  and  the  Ohio  Power  Co.,  of  the 
largest  power  generating  plant  in  the 
country  under  one  roof.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  a  joint  investment  of  $130 
million  is  contemplated.  The  money  will 
be  borrowed  on  the  general  market,  not 
through  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Yesterday  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
there  was  adopted  a  proposal  by  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  re¬ 
quiring  the  Federal  Government  to  pay 
to  the  railroad  employees  retirement 
fund  the  same  rate  of  interest  that  it 
pays  to  bondholders  who  buy  the  bonds 
of  the  Federal  Government.  Under  the 
existing  law,  the  railroad  retirement  fund 
has  been  lending  money  to  the  Federal 
Government  and  getting  only  3  percent 
interest.  The  railroad  employees  com¬ 
plained.  They  argued  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  the  right  to  borrow  this 
money,  and  it  has  been  paying  them  only 
3  percent,  whereas  when  the  Government 
borrows  money  from  the  sale  of  bonds 
it  pays  4  percent  interest. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  made  the 
argument  that  that  was  not  fair.  I 
agreed  with  him.  But  why  is  it  unfair 
to  pay  the  railroad  retirement  fund  3 
percent  when  the  Federal  Government  is 
paying  4  percent  to  others,  and  then 
argue  that  it  is  fair  for  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  lend  to  rural  electrics  money 
at  2  percent  when  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  borrowing  it  at  4  percent? 

A  tax  cut  is  contemplated.  I  want  to 
provide  a  tax  cut.  I  have  striven  in  the 
6 14  years  I  have  been  in  the  Senate  to 
follow  a  policy  that  would  make  possible 
a  lifting  of  the  back-bending  burden  of 
taxation  upon  the  American  taxpayer. 
Those  efforts  have  been  in  vain.  Fre¬ 
quently  I  want  to  throw  up  my  hands 
and  say,  “It  is  gone,”  but  I  find  some 
consolation  in  the  fact  that  if  others 
were  not  making  this  flight,  conditions 
would  be  far  worse  than  they  are. 

Can  we  not  adopt  the  general  policy 
of  the  Federal  Government  lending  mon¬ 
ey  in  certain  instances,  but  at  the  same 
rate  of  interest  as  the  interest  rate 
which  is  paid  on  borrowed  money?  That 
would  be  the  beginning  of  a  program  of 
good  husbandry,  prudence  in  the  han¬ 
dling  of  taxpayers’  money,  and  eventual 
achievement  of  a  fiscal  situation  which 
would  make  possible  a  tax  cut. 


1963 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


17317 


A  moment  ago  I  mentioned  the  horri¬ 
fying  statement,  in  my  judgment,  made 
by  a  member  of  the  fiscal  branch  of  our 
Government,  that  we  should  make  a  tax 
cut  and  forget  puritanical  morality.  By 
that  I  understand  he  meant  that  mor¬ 
ality  on  this  subject  should  be  cast  to 
the  winds,  should  be  forgotten.  Plain 
morality  calls  for  a  change  in  the  system 
under  which  the  Federal  Government  is 
lending  money. 

To  illustrate  that  the  REA  has  accom¬ 
plished  the  mission  for  which  it  was 
created,  I  submit  statistics  supplied  to 
me  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration  itself.  Of  the  3,818,200  farms 
in  the  United  States,  3,726,850,  or  97.6 
percent,  had  central  station  electric 
service  as  of  July  1962.  Of  these  elec¬ 
trified  farms,  approximately  54  percent 
are  served  by  REA-flnanced  electric  sys¬ 
tems.  The  remainder  are  served  by  oth¬ 
er  suppliers,  principally  commercial  pow¬ 
er  companies.  Thus,  I  say  that  REA 
has  accomplished  its  intended  mission 
to  fill  the  gap  which  could  not  profitably 
have  been  taken  up  by  the  private  power 
companies. 

In  1935,  when  REA  was  created,  743,954 
farms  in  the  United  States  had  central 
station  electric  service.  This  was  10.9 
percent  of  the  farms  in  the  country. 
Today  97.6  percent  of  the  farms  are  be¬ 
ing  served. 

I  have  a  table  which  shows  the  per¬ 
centage  of  revenues  the  rural  electrics 
had  to  pay  in  interest  charges  begin¬ 
ning  in  1941  and  down  to  1961.  The  table 
is  important.  Some  rural  electrics  claim 
that  if  the  interest  rate  is  raised  it  will 
impair  their  ability  to  survive.  In  1941 
the  rural  electrics  paid  211/2  percent  of 
their  revenues  in  interest.  In  1946,  5 
years  later,  they  were  paying  9.74  per¬ 
cent  of  their  revenues  in  interest.  In 
1961,  they  were  paying  7.43  percent  of 
their  revenues  in  interest. 

I  therefore  submit  the  question:  If  in 
1941  they  were  able  to  pay  21.52  percent 
of  their  revenues  in  interest,  and  in  1961 
they  were  paying  only  7.43  percent,  how 
can  it  be  argued  that  they  will  be  handi¬ 
capped  if  the  rate  of  interest  is  raised  to 
the  going  rate,  or  raised  by  1  percent? 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  table 
showing  the  percentage  of  the  revenues 
that  they  were  paying  be  included  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Operating  revenues  and  interest  on  long-term 
debt  as  reported  by  REA  borrowers 


Calendar  year 

Operating 

revenue 

Interest  on 
long-term 
debt 1 

Percent  of 
operating 
revenue 
required 
to  pay 
Interest 

1941 _ 

$35, 022, 071 
46, 927, 322 
55,  587,  614 
64, 042,  574 
73, 102,  430 
89,  089,  822 
114,  787,  798 

$7,  535, 165 

21.52 

1942 . . 

8,  784,  262 

9,  232, 811 
8,  750,  278 

18.  72 

1943 _  ___  __ 

16. 61 

1944 _  _ 

13.66 

1945.  _ _  _ 

7,  507,  266 

10.27 

1946 _ 

8,675,204 

9.74 

1947 _ 

11, 053.  861 

9.  63 

1948 _ 

151,  434,  599 
196,  717,  304 
241,  342,  540 

14,  803,  674 

9.  78 

1949...  _ 

20, 132,  708 

10.23 

1950 _ 

26, 110, 181 

10.  82 

1951 _ _ 

285, 113,  614 

30, 828, 444 

10.81 

1952 _ 

321, 407, 348 

35, 194, 683 

10.  95 

1953 _ 

362, 977, 101 
408, 144,  564 

38, 060, 539 

10.  49 

1954 _ 

40, 397, 061 

9.90 

Footnote  at  end  of  table. 


Operating  revenues  and  interest  on  long-term 
debt  as  reported  by  REA  borrowers — Con. 


Calendar  year 

Operating 

revenue 

Interest  on 
long-term 
debt 1 

Percent  of 
operating 
revenue 
required 
to  pay 
interest 

1955 _ 

$449, 625, 847 

$42, 339,  282 

9. 42 

1956 _ 

491, 184,  729 

43,  561,  023 

8.  87 

1957.- _ _ 

523,  783, 014 

45,  283,  356 

8.  65 

1958 _ 

563,  204,  367 

46,  814,  538 

8.31 

1959 _ 

617,  730. 445 

48,  702, 279 

7.88 

1960 _ 

663,  788,  978 

50, 938,  764 

7.67 

1961 _ 

707, 477, 112 

52,  578,  598 

7.43 

1  For  the  years  1941-51  this  item  was  reported  as 
“interest  expense.” 


Source:  Annual  statistical  reports,  “  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Borrowers,”  published  by  Rural  Electrification 
Administration. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  table 
showing  the  comparative  interest  paid  by 
the  Government  in  borrowing  the  money 
and  the  interest  collected  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  lending  the  money,  from  1936 
to  1962,  be  included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Interest  subsidy  accruing  to  REA  borrowers 
during  the  period  of  their  loans 


Fiscal 

year 

Advances 
to  REA 
bor¬ 
rowers 

Interest 

rate 

charged 
by  REA 

Interest 
rate  paid 
by  Gov¬ 
ernment 

Interest 

subsidy 

Thou- 

Thou- 

sands 

Percent 

Percent 

sands 

1936 _ 

$823 

3.00 

2.  77 

$6 

1937 _ 

11,042 

2.  77 

2.88 

443 

1938 _ 

48, 176 

2.88 

2.  73 

1,100 

1939 _ 

62,  297 

2. 73 

2.  69 

2, 105 

1940 . . 

98,  949 

2. 69 

2.  46 

2,  668 

1941 _ 

75, 108 

2. 46 

2.48 

3,248 

1942 _ 

58,  221 

2.48 

2.  57 

2,  827 

1943 _ 

14,  537 

2.57 

2.67 

742 

1944 _ 

18,  478 

2.67 

2.25 

871 

1945 . . 

39,  736 

2.00 

2. 25 

2,205 

1946 _ 

87,  253 

2.00 

2.  375 

7,  312 

1947 _ 

190,  0S6 

2.00 

2.  375 

15, 929 

1948 _ 

246,  236 

2.00 

2.  375 

20,635 

1949 _ 

321,  287 

2.00 

2.375 

26,  923 

1950 _ 

286,  659 

2.00 

2.375 

24, 021 

1951- . — 

268, 131 

2.00 

2.375 

22,  469 

1952 _ 

227,  674 

2.00 

2.  375 

19, 070 

1953 _ 

207,  634 

2.00 

3.  25 

60,075 

1954 _ 

181,  529 

2.00 

3.  25 

52,  522 

1955 _ _ 

156,  742 

2.00 

3.00 

35,  862 

1956 _ 

154,  740 

2.00 

3.00 

35,  404 

1957 _ 

185,  978 

2.00 

3.00 

42,  551 

1958 _ 

205,  332 

2.00 

3.50 

71,  838 

1959 _ 

211,717 

2.00 

4.00 

100,  593 

1960 _ 

222,  621 

2.00 

4.25 

120, 161 

1961 _ 

183,  413 

2.00 

4.25 

98,  999 

1962 _ 

195, 807 

2.00 

4.00 

93, 034 

3, 960, 104 

863,  613 

SOURCES  AND  NOTES 

Advances  to  REA  borrowers:  Rural  Electrification 
Administration. 

Interest  rate  charged  by  REA— rate  charged  borrowers 
on  loans,  as  provided  for  in  Rural  Electrification  Act: 
Fiscal  years  1936-A4— computed  by  Rural  Electrification 
Administration.  Fiscal  years  1945-62—2-percent  rate 
specifically  provided  for  in  Rural  Electrification  Act,  as 
amended\ 

Interest  rate  paid  by  Government— average  rate  paid 
on  marketable  securities  having  a  maturity  of  10  years  or 
more;  does  not  include  bonds  issued  for  advance  refund 
ings:  Fiscal  years  1936-44— Treasury  Department.  Fiscal 
years  1945-57 — ' Treasury  Department,  rounded  to  near¬ 
est  14  of  1  percent.  Fiscal  years  1958-60  and  1962— 
computed  from  Treasury  Department  data  and  rounded 
to  nearest  H  of  1  percent.  Fiscal  year  1961— no  bonds 
having  a  maturity  of  10  years  or  more  were  issued  during 
fiscal  year  1961  for  cash  or  in  refunding  maturing  securi¬ 
ties;  accordingly,  the  average  interest  rate  paid  during 
the  preceding  fiscal  year  (1960)  was  used. 

Detail  may  not  add  to  total  due  to  rounding. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Perhaps  I  would 


rather  claim  the  floor  in  my  own  right 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  address  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Which  amendment  is 
the  Senator  calling  up?  I  believe  the 
Senator  has  two  amendments. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  call  up  amendment 
No.  196,  which  would  raise  the  interest 
charge  from  the  2  percent  level  to  the 
new  level  of  3  percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  38, 
between  lines  5  and  6,  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  as  follows: 

Sec.  608.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  <?f 
1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  904),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “2  per  centum  per  annum”, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “3  per  centum 
per  annum”. 

(b)  The  third  sentence  of  section  5  of  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  905) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “2 
per  centum  per  annum”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “3  per  centum  per  annum.” 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  loans  made 
on  and  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  wishes  to  speak 
on  this  subject,  and  perhaps  other  Sena¬ 
tors  too,  but  I  serve  notice  to  all  Senators 
concerned  that  when  the  speeches  have 
been  concluded  I  will  raise  a  point  of 
order,  for  myself  and  for  the  committee, 
against  the  amendment.  I  do  not  wish 
in  any  way  to  interfere  with  the  presen¬ 
tation  by  any  Senator  of  this  subject 
matter. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  understand  that 
the  point  of  order  that  will  be  raised  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida  will  have  to  be 
sustained  by  the  Chair,  in  conformity 
with  the  rule  of  the  Senate.  However, 
I  note,  that  I  have  filed  a  notice  that  I 
proposed  to  offer  such  an  amendment, 
and  that  I  would  ask  for  a  suspension  of 
the  rule  and  a  vote  on  the  motion  to 
suspend  the  rule  under  the  authority 
that  I  now  have  by  reason  of  filing  the 
motion. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  and  I  will  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  if  the  question  comes, 
as  it  now  appears  it  may  well  come,  on 
whether  the  rule  should  be  waived. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  As  I  understand,  the 
motion  to  suspend  the  rule  is  debatable. 
Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct;  the  question  is 
debatable. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  un¬ 
like  many  critics  of  the  REA,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  is  perfectly 
consistent  in  the  position  which  he  takes. 
Many  critics  of  the  REA,  while  objecting 
to  alleged  subsidies  paid  to  the  farmers, 
through  the  REA,  nevertheless  swallow 
and  support  subsidies  to  airlines,  ship 
lines,  gas  and  oil  interests,  and  many 
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other  activities.  I  pay  tribute  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  by  saying  that  he  has 
been  opposed  to  all  these  subsidies  and 
is,  therefore,  perfectly  consistent  in  the 
position  which  he  takes.  I  pay  tribute 
to  his  character. 

Nevertheless,  he  is  ignoring  many 
things;  and  I  should  like  to  answer  the 
body  of  his  argument. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON.  Since  the  Senator 
has  named  some  of  the  interests  that 
receive  subsidies,  he  should  certainly  in¬ 
clude  the  newspapers  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  have  tried  to  reach 
the  newspapers  through  their  mailing 
privileges,  but  I  have  never  been  able  to 
succeed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  credit  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  with  complete  sincerity  and 
a  strong  desire  to  be  consistent. 

To  begin  with,  the  comparison  which 
he  draws  between  the  rate  at  which  the 
Government  borrows  and  the  rate  at 
which  the  Government  lends  is  defec¬ 
tive.  He  has  compared  only  the  long¬ 
time  borrowings  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  with  the  lendings,  but  not  the 
short-time  borrowings.  During  World 
War  n  and  shortly  thereafter,  a  large 
part  of  the  borrowings  of  the  United 
States  were  placed  in  the  form  of  short¬ 
term  paper — 30  days,  60  days,  90  days, 
6  months,  and  the  like.  The  short-term 
issues  in  1944  amounted  to  no  less  than 
$70  billion  and  this  increased  in  later 
years.  In  general,  it  can  be  said  that 
private  firms  should  not  borrow  short 
and  lend  long.  But  the  short-time 
obligations  of  the  Federal  Government 
have  now  become  an  integral  part  of 
the  national  debt. 

The  short-term  paper  is  turned  over 
periodically — every  30  days,  60  days,  90 
days,  or  6  months,  and  so  on — and  while 
the  proportion  of  the  national  debt 
which  it  constitutes  has  become  some¬ 
what  diminished  in  the  last  three  or 
four  years,  nevertheless  it  forms  a  large 
proportion  of  the  national  debt. 

I  intend  to  place  in  the  Record  later 
in  the  course  of  the  debate  statistics 
showing  the  proportion  which  they  have 
formed.  There  is  no  prospect  in  the 
future  that  this  mixture  will  be  discon¬ 
tinued.  At  present,  of  the  $203  billion 
of  marketable  Government  securities, 
$47  billion  are  in  the  form  of  short-time 
bills  running  up  to  90  and  120  days,  $74 
billion  are  in  certificates  and  notes  run¬ 
ning  for  between  1  and  5  years,  and  only 
$82  billion  are  in  bonds  of  over  5  years 
duration.  In  other  words  the  short-time 
obligations  form  60  percent  of  the  mar¬ 
ketable  securities.  Then  there  are  ap¬ 
proximately  $97  billion  of  nonmarketable 
bonds. 

So,  in  general,  we  should  remember 
that  the  short-time  obligations  of  the 
Federal  Government  are  at  a  much  lower 
interest  rate  than  the  long-time  obliga¬ 
tions.  For  example,  when  the  long-time 
obligations  were  being  floated  at  a  rate 
of  21/4,  2%,  and  214  percent,  the  short- 
time  obligations  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  were  being  placed  at  less  than  1 
percent.  The  combined  interest  rate  on 


both  short-time  and  long-time  obliga¬ 
tions  for  some  years — and  I  shall  sub¬ 
mit  the  figures  later;  I  do  not  have  them 
at  hand  at  this  moment — was  less  than 
2  percent.  So  for  a  few  years  the  com¬ 
bined  interest  the  Government  paid  was 
less  than  the  interest  rate  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  was  charging  the 
REA’s.  I  do  not  have  the  figures  at 
hand;  I  shall  have  to  develop  the  pre¬ 
cise  nature  of  them  later. 

It  is  perfectly  true  that  in  recent  years, 
as  the  short-time  rate  has  risen  and  as 
the  long-time  rate  has  also  risen,  the 
combined  rate,  while  lower  than  the 
long-time  rate,  has  been  above  the  rate 
at  which  the  Federal  Government  re¬ 
lends  to  the  REA.  Therefore,  it  is  time 
that  there  has  been  a  subsidy  to  the 
REA’s  in  later  years,  although  over  the 
whole  life  of  the  REA’s  the  amount  of 
the  subsidy  has  been  far  less  than  what 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  asserts.  This  can 
easily  be  seen  by  comparing  the  com¬ 
bined  interest  rates  as  they  appear  in 
the  table  which  I  shall  ask  to  have  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record  at  the  end  of  my  speech, 
with  the  long-term  rates  quoted  by  the 
Senator  from  Ohio.  But  it  is  true  that 
there  is  currently  a  subsidy.  As  of  the 
present  moment,  the  short-time  inter¬ 
est  rate  is  a  little  over  3  percent,  and 
the  long-time  interest  rate  is  approxi¬ 
mately  4  percent.  I  would  assume  that 
the  combined  average  cost  is  perhaps  3  V2 
percent.  So  now  there  is  a  subsidy,  and 
I  think  it  should  be  frankly  admitted. 

The  next  question  is,  Is  this  practice 
socially  justifiable?  In  the  beginning 
only  a  relatively  small  fraction  of  the 
farms  of  the  country  had  electricity. 
The  private  power  companies  refused  to 
extend  their  lines  into  the  countryside. 
They  refused  to  do  so  for  a  very  simple 
reason;  Because  farms  were  relatively 
isolated,  and  there  were  relatively  so  few 
of  them  per  mile  of  wire,  the  private 
power  companies  said  it  would  be  un¬ 
profitable  for  them  to  extend  their  lines 
into  the  countryside.  As  a  result,  while 
the  people  of  the  towns  and  cities  had 
power  and  electricity,  the  people  in  the 
countryside  did  not. 

I  know  something  of  the  origin  of  the 
REA,  because  my  friend  and  close  po¬ 
litical  associate,  Harold  Ickes,  was  for 
many  years  the  Secretary  of  the  Inter¬ 
ior,  and  it  was  under  his  direction  that 
the  rural  electrification  program  was 
originated.  I  know  that  he  and  the 
initial  leaders  of  the  REA  made  every 
effort  to  persuade  the  private  power 
companies  to  go  into  the  countryside; 
and  it  was  only  after  they  were  unsuc¬ 
cessful  that  the  REA  was  developed.  It 
was  developed  as  an  organiaztion  of  co¬ 
operatives,  not  as  a  public  power  project, 
as  has  been  the  case  in  Ontario.  REA 
was  developed  to  encourage  farmers  to 
organize  into  cooperatives  and  to  act 
as  distributing  agents  to  have  power 
generated  and  transmitted  to  them.  If 
it  had  not  been  that  funds  were  provided 
at  a  relatively  low  interest  rate — that  is, 
low  in  comparison  with  what  the  cost 
would  have  been  had  the  cooperatives 
been  compelled  to  go  to  the  commercial 
band  market  and  been  compelled  to  pay 
4,  5,  or  6  percent — power  would  not  have 
been  extended  to  the  countryside. 

Everyone  is  now  willing  to  say  that  in 


September  26 

the  past  the  REA  has  been  a  good  thing. 
It  has  been  the  best  thing  that  has  hap¬ 
pened  to  rural  America.  It  has  lifted  a 
mighty  burden  of  toil  from  the  shoulders 
of  farmers  and  their  wives.  It  means 
not  only  the  lighting  of  houses  and 
barns,  and  the  diminuation  of  fires  in 
both  houses  and  barns;  it  means  the 
electrical  pumping  of  water;  it  means 
the  electrical  milking  of  cows;  it  means 
the  electrical  heating  of  water,  so  that 
farm  families  can  have  baths  more  than 
once  a  week.  It  means  the  electrical 
grinding  of  feed;  it  means  electrical 
cooking,  electrical  refrigerators,  electri¬ 
cal  washers,  and  electrical  irons.  It 
means  radio  and  television,  the  cooling 
of  milk,  and  in  some  cases  the  heating 
of  rooms  and  electric  blankets. 

Perhaps  the  best  thing  the  REA  has 
done  has  been  to  bring  roses  back  into 
the  cheeks  of  American  farmwomen.  In 
southern  Illinois,  a  Methodist  minister 
once  told  me  he  thought  the  REA  had 
decreased  the  divorce  rate,  because 
farmers  and  their  wives  were  not  so  tired 
at  night  and  did  not  quarrel  so  much 
with  each  other;  thus  they  did  not  have 
so  much  recourse  to  the  divorce  courts. 
I  do  not  know  whether  that  is  true,  but 
that  is  what  the  Methodist  minister 
said,  and  I  am  ready  to  trust  his  word. 

In  the  meantime,  the  demands  of 
farmers  for  power  and  electricity  have 
increased.  The  Senator'  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche]  lifts  his  hands  in  holy  horror 
at  the  fact  that  farmers  have  had  power 
and  now  want  more  power.  Of  course 
they  want  more  power.  They  started  by 
lighting  their  houses  and  barns  elec¬ 
trically.  Now  they  want  to  refrigerate 
their  food,  wash  and  iron  their  clothes, 
and  milk  their  cows  electrically.  Why 
not?  Why  shouldn’t  they  have  radio 
and  television? 

In  return  for  the  low  interest  rate, 
the  Government  made  a  severe  demand 
upon  REA  cooperatives.  It  was  a  part 
of  the  bargain.  The  Government  said  to 
the  REA  cooperatives,  “We  will  give  you 
a  low  interest  rate — 2  percent — com¬ 
pared  with  the  private  long-time  inter¬ 
est  rate  which  would  run  close  to  6  per¬ 
cent  if  you  will  promise  to  serve  the  en¬ 
tire  area,  including  every  farm,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  isolated  or  how  far  out  it  may 
be.  You  must  serve  the  entire  area. 
You  may  not  skim  the  cream  and  choose 
only  the  communities  or  places  outside 
the  towns  where  large  numbers  of  farms 
are  close  together.  You  must  go  out  to 
the  extremes  of  the  county  or  the  REA 
district  and  cover  everyone,  virtually, 
who  wants  power.”  That  is  something 
the  private  power  companies  always  re¬ 
fused  to  do,  and  which  they  refuse  to  do 
now.  But  the  REA  agreed  and  does 
serve  the  entire  area. 

What  has  been  the  result?  The  aver¬ 
age  number  of  customers  per  mile  of 
electric  power  of  the  private  power  com¬ 
panies  is  33.  Thirty-three  to  the  mile. 
In  the  REA  areas,  it  is  3.3  customers  to 
the  mile. 

In  other  words,  they  have  only  one- 
tenth  the  depth  of  coverage  per  mile  of 
the  private  companies.  I  believe  that  is 
worth  a  subsidy,  and  I  stand  by  the  side 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  in  the  fight 
against  the  other  subsidies.  Indeed,  I 
was  fighting  those  subsidies  before  he 
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came  to  the  Senate;  and  we  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  fight  against  them  in  the  future. 

However,  I  say  this  is  one  subsidy 
which  is  justifiable,  because  it  brings 
mechanical  aids  to  the  people  who  have 
been  loaded  down  with  an  excessive 
burden  of  toil.  The  need  for  increased 
power  results  in  additional  investment 
and  the  strengthening  of  the  distribu¬ 
tion  lines.  Therefore,  even  though  98 
percent  of  the  farms  are  covered,  because 
they  want  more  power,  we  have  to  “beef 
up”  the  lines,  to  serve  them. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  made  some 
animadversions — if  I  may  use  that  mul¬ 
tisyllabic  word — upon  the  loans  fof 
generation  and  transmission.  There 
have  befcn  some  of  those.  I  see  nothing 
wrong  with  them.  When  the  REA  bar¬ 
gains  with  the  private  power  companies, 
unless  they  have  alternative  weapons 
they  are  at  the  mercy  of  the  companies 
which  generate  power,  and  in  some  cases 
the  private  companies  take  advantage 
of  their  monopolistic  position  and  put 
the  wholesale  rates  up  very  high.  There¬ 
fore,  we  must  furnish  the  distribution 
co-ops  with  a  weapon  by  which  they  can 
stand  up  for  themselves;  and  these  are 
the  generation  and  transmission  loans. 
They  also  furnish  a  measuring  rod  for 
generation  and  transmission  costs. 
May  I  say  also  that  the  REA  co-ops  have 
forced  many  private  companies  to  re¬ 
duce  their  rates  'and  hence  brought 
benefits  to  many  who  are  not  members 
of  the  REA. 

The.  Senator  from  Ohio  made  a  great 
point  of  the  fact  that  four  out  of  five 
new  customers  are  nonfarmers.  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  know  why  that  has  happened. 
In  the  beginning,  the  co-ops  served  the 
countryside,  and  the  private  companies 
served  the  towns.  What  has  been  hap¬ 
pening,  with  the  advent  of  automobiles 
and  hard  roads,  is  that  a  good  many  of 
the  townsmen  are  moving  out  into  the 
countryside  to  live,  and  a  good  many 
people  from  the  countryside  are  moving 
in  toward  the  towns  to  live.  Close 
around  the  towns  we  find  a  number  of 
people  with  3-acre  or  4-acre  farm 
plots,  garden  plots,  and  residences. 
Towns  people  live  in  the  country,  and 
country  people  move  halfway  into  the 
town;  and  this  is  the  most  profitable 
section  in  which  to  sell  power,  because 
it  is  the  most  thickly  settled  section  of 
the  countryside. 

The  REA  has  had  this  territory  in  the 
past.  It  has  followed  those  who  have 
come  from  the  country  into  the  town 
suburbs,  and  it  wants  to  be  able  to  serve 
those  who  have  gone  from  the  town 
into  the  suburbs.  The  private  power 
companies  want  to  enter  and  take  this 
most  profitable  section  away.  I  submit 
that  they  should  not  be  allowed  to  do  so. 

There  is  room  in  this  country  for  REA 
power,  for  private  power,  and  for  pub¬ 
lic  power.  There  is  room  for  all  three  of 
these  systems.  REA  power  covers  the 
countryside,  and  I  believe  it  covers  it  very 
well.  The  private  power  companies  cover 
the  towns  and  cities,-  with  some  excep¬ 
tions;  on  the  Tennessee  River  and  on 
the  Columbia  River,  we  have  public  gen¬ 
eration  of  power  and  transmission  lines, 
and  in  some  cases  cooperative  districts, 
which  then  distribute  the  power. 


I  believe  there  must  be  a  combination 
of  these  varying  systems,  operating  at 
the  same  time,  so  that  each  can  check 
the  other.  I  do  not  believe  in  building 
up  a  big  power  trust,  because  we  had  too 
much  of  that  during  the  1920’s.  I  then 
lived  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  which  was 
dominated  by  the  Insull  power  interests. 
I  got  my  start  in  politics,  let  me  say,  by 
inadvertently  getting  into  that  scrap.  I 
found  that  the  Insull  interests  dominated 
the  financial  and  political  life  of  my  city 
and  State,  and  that  they  were  practicing 
financial  shenanigans  and  all  kinds  of 
rate  abuses,  by  refusing  to  pass  on  to  the 
consumers  the  reduced  costs  of  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  which  had  come 
in  the  1920’s. 

I  wish  to  say  that  the  utility  commis¬ 
sions  were  not  a  great  help  to  us  in  this 
struggle,  because  when  there  are  the  so- 
called  regulatory  commissions,  the 
groups  which  they  are  supposedly  regu¬ 
lating  reach  out  to  regulate  the  regula¬ 
tors  and  control  the  alleged  controllers. 
The  regulatory  commissions,  when  ap¬ 
pointed,  are  perhaps  vigorous  for  a  short 
period ;  but  they  rather  quickly  lose  their 
virtue  and  are  overpowered  by  the 
lobbyists;  many  of  them  become  weak 
and  tired;  those  who  try  to  defend  the 
public  have  the  last  detail  of  their  private 
lives  examined  and,  however  virtuous 
they  may  be,  encounter  great  trouble  in 
being  reappointed  or  confirmed.  And  so 
the  alert  defenders  of  the  public  are 
gradually  weeded  out  and  we  get  either 
conformists  or  timid  people,  or  industry- 
dominated  persons  in  their  places. 

Therefore,  I  believe  we  need  the  REA. 
I  do  not  believe  I  obtain  any  political 
“moxie”  by  making  this  speech.  I  have 
analyzed  the  voting  records  of  the  pre¬ 
cincts  and  counties  in  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  and  I  find  that  in  the  areas  where 
the  REA  is  the  strongest,  I  receive  the 
least  support.  „  The  only  conclusion  I  can 
draw  from  this  is  that  the  members  of 
the  REA  vote  on  the  basis  of  reasons 
unrelated  to  REA.  They  have  voted 
against  me  overwhelmingly  in  those  dis¬ 
tricts.  I  expect  this  antagonistic  vote 
to  continue;  I  do  not  expect  to  change 
a  single  vote;  I  believe  there  are  irra¬ 
tional  prejudices  against  me;  but  I  do 
not  expect  to  change  them. 

However,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  they 
are  not  my  supporters,  I  am  their  sup¬ 
porters.  I  hope  very  much  this  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  which 
he  submitted  with  the  best  of  motives, 
may  be  defeated. 

Some  may  properly  question  many 
features  of  the  farm  program;  but  I  do 
not  believe  anyone  can  properly  chal¬ 
lenge  the  work  of  the  REA  in  helping 
the  families  of  people  on  the  farm  who 
have  not  been  doing  well  during  the  last 
20  years. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  very  much 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  will  be  defeated. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  tables  on  the 
short-time  interest  rate  and  the  com¬ 
bined  long-time  and  short-time  costs  of 
the  marketable  Federal  debt. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


U.S.  Government  marketable  debt  1929-62 


[Billions  of  dollarsl 


End  of  year  or  month 

Short-term 
issues  1 

Treasury 

bonds 

1929 . . . . . 

3.3 

11.3 

1930 . . . 

2.9 

11.3 

1931 . . 

2.8 

13.5 

1932 . 

6.9 

13.4 

1933 . . 

7.5 

14.7 

1934 . . . 

11.1 

15.4 

1935 _ _ 

14.2 

14.3 

1936 _ _ _ 

12.5 

19.5 

1937 _ _ _ 

12.5 

20.5 

1938 . . 

9.8 

24.0 

1939 . 

7.7 

26.9 

1940 . 

7.6 

28.0 

1941 . . 

8.0 

33.4 

1942 . . 

27.0 

49.3 

1943. . . 

47.1 

67.9 

1944.. . 

69.9 

91.6 

1945. . 

78.2 

120.4 

1946 . . 

57.1 

119.3 

1947... . . 

47.7 

117.9 

1948 . 

45.9 

111.4 

1949. . . . 

50.2 

104.8 

1950 _ _ _ 

58.3 

94.0 

1951.. . . .  .. 

65.6 

76.9 

1952 . . . 

68.7 

79.8 

1953 . . 

77.3 

77.2 

1954... . . . 

76.0 

81.8 

1955.. _ _ 

81.3 

81.9 

1956 . . 

79.5 

80.8 

1957 . . 

82.1 

82.1 

1958 . . . 

92.2 

83.4 

1959 _ _ _ 

103.6 

84.8 

I960.. . . 

109.2 

79.8 

1961 . . . 

120.6 

75.5 

1962 . . 

124.6 

78.4 

1  Bills,  certificates  of  indebtedness,  and  notes. 

Source:  Treasury  Department. 

Computed  annual  interest  rate — ( Total  long - 
and  short-term  interest  bearing  securities) 
[End  of  fiscal  year] 


1940  _ 2.583 

1941  - 2.518 

1942  _ _ 2.285 

1943  _  1.979 

1944  -  1.929 

1945  _  1.936 

1946  -  1.996 

1947  _ 2.107 

1948  _ _ _ 2.  182 

1949  _ 2.236 

1950  _ 2.200 

1951  _ _ _ 2.270 

1952  _ 2.329 

1953  _ 2.438 

1954  _ 2.342 

1955  -  2.351 

1956  - - - 2.576 

1957  _ 2.730 

1958  _ 2.638 

1959  _ 2.867 

1960  _ 3.297 

1961  _ 3.072 

1962  _ 3.239 

1963  _ 3.361 

[End  of  month] 

1963: 

January _ 3.299 

February _ 3.305 

March _ 3.  332 

April _ 3.338 

May _ 3.  345 

June - 3.  361 

July - 3.375 


Source:  U.S.  Treasury  Department. 

Short  term — Bond  yields  and  interest  rates, 
1929-62 


[Percent  per  annum] 


Year  or  month 

U.S.  Government  securities 

3-month 
Treasury 
bills  i 

9-12-month 

Issues2 

1929 . . . 

(’) 

(0 

1930 . . 

(!) 

(*) 

1931 . . . 

1.402 

(') 

1932 . . 

.879 

(*) 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Short  term — Bond  yields  and  interest  rates, 
1 020-62 — Continued 
[Percent  per  annum] 


Year  or  month 


(J.8.  Government  securities 


3-month 

Treasury 

bllls> 

9-12-month 
Issues  2. 

.515 

(<) 

1034 _  _ 

.  25(1 

<<) 

1933 . . . - . 

.  137 

(*) 

1030 . . . . 

.  143 

(4; 

1937 .  . . . 

.447 

(*) 

1088  .....  _ _ 

.  053 

(<) 

1939 _ _ _ _ 

.  023 

(«) 

194(1 . . . 

.014 

(•) 

1941. . . . 

.  103 

o 

1942... . . . . 

.  320 

(V 

1943  . . . . 

.  373 

0.  75 

1944  .  . .  . 

.  375 

.79 

1943.. . . . 

.  376 

.  Kl 

1940... . . . . . 

.  376 

.82 

1947. . . . 

.  7,94 

.88 

194S _ _ _ _ 

1 . 040 

1.  14 

1049. . .  ... . . 

1.  102 

1.  14 

1950 . 

1.218 

1.26 

197>l... . . . . 

1.562 

1.73 

197)2. . . . 

1.700 

1.81 

197,3 . 

1 . 931 

2. 07 

197,4. . . 

.  963 

.92 

197,7, . 

1 . 763 

1.89 

1950 _ _ _ 

2.  068 

2. 83 

1957 . 

3. 207 

3.  7,3 

1958 . . 

1.839 

2.  oo 

1959 . - 

3.  405 

4.  1 1 

1900 _ . - 

2.  928 

3.  7,7, 

1901 . . 

2.  378 

2.91 

1902. . 

2.  778 

3. 02 

1900:  January . 

4.  430 

4.93 

February . 

34)54 

4.  58 

March . . . 

3.  439 

3.  93 

April . 

3.  244 

3.  99 

May . 

3.  392 

4.  19 

June . 

2.  041 

3.  35 

July . 

2.  390 

3. 13 

August . 

2.  286 

2.  89 

September . 

2.  489 

2.  99 

October . 

2.  426 

3.  01 

November . 

2.  384 

2.  99 

December . 

2.  272 

2.  79 

1901:  January . 

2.  302 

2.  70 

February . 

2.  408 

2.84 

March... . 

2.  420 

2.  80 

April . . 

2.  327 

2.  83 

May... . 

2. 288 

2.  82 

Juno . 

2.  359 

3, 02 

July.  . . 

2.  268 

2.  87 

August . 

2.  402 

3.  03 

September . 

2.  304 

3.  03 

October . . 

2.  350 

2.  97 

November. . 

2.  47,8 

2.  96 

December . . 

2.617 

3.  03 

1902:  January . 

2.  740 

3.  08 

February . 

2.  762 

3.  1 1 

March . . . 

2.  719 

2.99 

A  pr  il . . 

2.  736 

2.94 

May . 

2.  694 

2.  98 

June . 

2.719 

3.  02 

July . 

2.  947, 

3.  23 

August. . 

2.  837 

3.  13 

September . 

2.  792 

3.  00 

October . 

2.  751 

2.  90 

November... . 

2.  803 

2.  92 

December . 

2.  866 

2.97, 

‘  Bate  on  new  Issues  within  period.  Issues  were  tax 
exempt  prior  to  Mur.  1, 1941,  and  fully  taxable  thereafter. 
For  the  period  1934-37,  scries  Includes  Issues  with  ma¬ 
turities  of  more  than  3  months. 

2  Includes  certificates  of  Indebtedness  and  selected  note 
and  bond  issues  (fully  taxable). 

s  Treasury  bills  were  first  issued  in  December  1929  and 
were  Issued  irregularly  in  1930. 

<  Not  available  before  August  1942. 


Sources:  Treasury  Department,  Board  of  Governors 
of  the  Federal  Bcserve  System. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President  (Mr. 
McIntyre  in  the  chair) ,  I  believe  we 
have  heard  two  very  interesting  discus¬ 
sions  of  what  is  undoubtedly  a  complex 
and  controversial  problem. 

I  have  enjoyed  every  word  of  both  of 
them,  and  I  am  sure  other  Senators  also 
have. 

The  fact  is  that  this  is  a  complex  sub¬ 
ject.  The  fact  is  it  is  neither  all  white 
nor  all  black,  and  many  approaches  now 
being  sought  would  keep  the  REA  alive, 
functioning,  happy,  and  prosperous,  and 
at  the  same  time  would  cure  some  abuses 
which  undoubtedly  have  arisen. 


I  do  not  expect  anyone  to  agree  with 
me  completely  in  what  I  shall  say,  but  I 
believe  there  are  undoubted  abuses.  I 
believe  that  under  section  5  loans,  there 
have  been  abuses  which  no  Senator 
would  seek  to  deny  as  having  been 
abuses.  I  believe  that  in  connection  with 
some  of  the  generation  loans,  there  have 
been  similar  abuses — although  I  shall  not 
attempt  to  go  into  them  in  detail.  Just 
let  me  say  that  before  the  committee 
there  appeared  indisputable  evidence 
that  some  such  loans  had  led  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  power  which  could  not  be  sold 
to  the  consumers  in  a  distribution  sys¬ 
tem,  except  at  a  rate  higher  than  that 
which  was  available  from  the  power  com¬ 
pany  serving  the  same  area. 

The  record  also  showed  that  there  were 
some  instances  in  which  REA  loans  for 
the  construction  of  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  equipment  had  been  indulged  in 
with  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  that  equipment  for  its  later 
transmittal  to  companies  that  were  not 
qualified  to  borrow  from  the  REA.  There 
is  no  doubt  about  that.  But  this  is  not 
the  time  for  this  subject  to  be  dealt  with. 
The  Senator  from  Ohio  is  one  of  the 
frankest  men  I  know,  and,  I  believe,  is 
one  of  the  most  honest - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  means 
“frank”  in  a  double  sense,  does  he? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes,  if  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  insists  on  using  a  figure  of 
speech. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  he  has 
been  frank  enough  to  admit  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  he  is  not  speaking  of  what  is  the 
best  method  to  correct  the  situation,  be¬ 
cause  there  are  now  on  file  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  three  different  proposals  of  his  to 
deal  with  what  he  sees  as  an  abuse;  and 
there  is  some  abuse  in  the  system. 

The  Senator  has  had  printed  two 
amendments  to  this  bill.  One  would 
raise  the  interest  rate  from  2  to  3  per¬ 
cent;  the  other,  which  I  shall  not  go 
into  any  detail  to  explain,  would  in  gen¬ 
eral  follow  the  method  of  requiring  the 
payment  of  interest  at  the  going  rate 
for  long-term  loans.  The  Senator  has 
introduced  a  bill,  which  has  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  which  would  adopt  much 
or  all  of  the  second  method  proposed  by 
him  in  the  amendment,  but  would  go 
considerably  further  in  correcting  pro¬ 
cedures  in  another  field. 

I  honor  the  Senator  for  his  frankness. 
He  has  made  as  clear  as  it  could  be  made 
that  there  is  a  field  in  which  there  is  no 
meeting  of  the  minds — even  the  very 
fine  mind  of  my  distinguished  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  LauscheL 
He  has  proposed  three  different  methods 
of  correcting  what  he  deems  to  be  an 
abuse,  and  what  I  agree  is  in  some  in¬ 
stances  an  abuse. 

To  go  further,  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
has  only  touched  upon  the  subject.  I 
find  that  eight  bills  have  been  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
aimed  at  the  correction  of  abuses  which 
have  become  manifest  in  the  REA.  I 
have  those  bills,  and  if  any  Senator 
wishes  to  examine  them,  he  will  find 
that  they  adopt  at  least  six  different 
methods  of  approach  to  the  subject. 

In  the  Senate  two  legislative  measures 


have  been  introduced  addressed,  to  the 
correction  of  those  abuses.  I  think  they 
exist  in  only  a  very  small  minority  of 
the  cases  of  recent  loans,  but  they  have 
existed,  and  they  do  exist. 

It  is  my  feeling  that,  first,  the  great 
number  of  suggestions  made  shows  very 
clearly  that  the  subject  is  one  which  re¬ 
quires  study,  the  making  of  a  good  rec¬ 
ord,  and  the  hearing  of  witnesses  on 
every  point  of  view  before  the  legislative 
committee.  I  am  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  which  would  hear  testimony 
on  the  bills.  I  am  perfectly  ready  to  un¬ 
dertake  those  hearings,  although  I  feel 
that  now  is  not  an  appropriate  time.  I 
would  not  undertake  it  in  the  remaining 
months  of  this  session  of  Congress.  In 
the  first  place,  efforts  were  made  by  our 
committee,  after  some  minor  differences 
of  opinion,  to  put  into  the  report  of  our 
committee  strong  directions  which  we 
feel  the  REA  should  follow  to  eliminate 
the  abuses  which  exist. 

The  able  committee  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  placed  in  its  report  a 
set  of  directions  which  we  found  good 
and  which  we  adopted  in  toto,  though 
we  went  considerably  further. 

That  is  the  first  avenue  of  approach. 
At  the  end  of  this  year  we  shall  see  what 
correction  of  the  several  abuses  has  been 
manifested.  It  seems  to  me  that  that 
-is  reasonable.  I  do  not  believe  any  Sen¬ 
ator  would  question  for  a  moment  the 
fact  that  REA  has  been  a  great  blessing, 
not  only  to  the  farmers,  but  to  all  rural 
dwellers.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
other  Senators  have  fully  recounted  the 
many  blessings.  They  are  such  things 
as  the  use  of  television,  the  hatching  of 
eggs,  the  separation  of  milk,  the  churn¬ 
ing  of  butter,  and  dozens  of  other  uses 
which  I  need  not  recount.  We  all  know 
that  REA  has  been  a  blessing,  not  only 
in  the  relief  of  labor  on  the  part  of  farm 
families,  but  in  the  bringing  of  blessings 
of  every  kind  to  both  farm  families  and 
other  families  in  rural  areas.  More  than 
half  of  all  of  the  rural  dwellers  in  the 
country  are  now  served  through  this 
beneficent  system. 

The  trouble  is  that  the  system  has 
gotten  out  of  hand  in  some  respects. 
We  would  be  foolish,  and  not  friendly 
to  REA  itself,  if  we  did  not  attempt  to 
find  methods  of  correction  of  the  particu¬ 
lars  in  which  the  system  has  gotten  out 
of  hand. 

It  is  no  hardship  to  us,  other  than  as 
taxpayers,  if  there  are  some  abuses;  but 
there  would  be  a  very  great  hardship 
to  the  REA  as  a  whole  if  a  loss  of  confi¬ 
dence  by  more  and  more  people  in  our 
country,  including  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  of  Representatives, 
should  result. 

In  my  short  time  in  the  Senate — I  have 
been  here  17  years — it  has  been  apparent 
to  me  that  the  loss  of  confidence  on  the 
part  of  Senators  and  Members  of  the 
House  has  been  a  progressive  factor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  gladly. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  not  a  large  part  of 
the  alleged  loss  of  confidence  caused  by 
the  propaganda  carried  on  by  the  pri¬ 
vate  power  companies,  which  frequently 
violate  the  truth  and  misrepresent  the 
facts? 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Of  course,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  knows  that  there  has  been  such 
propaganda.  I  believe  I  could  say,  with¬ 
out  being  misunderstood,  that  the  REA 
association  is  Itself  quite  capable  of  the 
use  of  propaganda  and  has  engaged  In 
some.  But  I  do  not  think  that  this  is 
the  time  or  occasion  to  go  into  that. 
Considering  the  multitude  of  efforts  to 
correct  the  situation — three  separate 
ones  having  come  from  the  able,  dis¬ 
tinguished,  and  conscientious  Senator 
who  offered  the  pending  amendment — 
a  legislative  approach  is  indicated  so 
clearly  that  I  cannot  see  how  any  Sena¬ 
tor  could  possibly  believe  that  the  prob¬ 
lem  could  be  reasonably  handled  other 
than  through  action  by  a  legislative  com¬ 
mittee,  and  to  have  it  make  recommen¬ 
dations  to  the  Senate  and  the  House. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  have  submitted  two 
amendments  to  the  pending  bill.  I  have 
a  separate  amendment  that  was  sub¬ 
mitted  about  a  month  ago.  In  my  own 
mind,  the  issue  is  clear. 

There  should  be  a  reformation  of  this 
program.  I  submitted  a  proposal  for  a 
3-percent  rate.  That  is  the  mildest  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  I  have  in  mind.  I 
made  that  recommendation  deliberately, 
thinking  that  perhaps  the  Senate  would 
be  willing  to  do  a  little  of  what  ought 
to  be  done.  I  am  not  disillusioned  by  a 
belief  that  I  shall  succeed.  I  believe  the 
rate  of  interest  ought  to  be  lifted  to  the 
going  rate  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  paying.  But  thinking  that  I 
might  get  a  vote  here  and  a  vote  there, 
I  lowered  the  rate  to  3  percent.  Obvious¬ 
ly  the  same  argument  will  be  made  on 
that  point  which  was  made  on  the  test 
ban  treaty:  "It  is  wrong  in  A,  B,  C,  D, 
E,  and  F,  but — I  think  it  is  all  right.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  say 
again  that  there  is  no  franker  man,  with 
apologies  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  in  the  Senate  or  in  the 
United  States  than  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Ohio.  But  we  have  a  pleth¬ 
ora  of  suggestions  as  how  to  correct  the 
manifest  abuses.  I  say  there  are  two 
ways  that  we  could  approach  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

I  suggest  that  it  be  done  in  the  order 
in  which  our  committee  felt  it  should  be 
done;  first,  by  the  giving  of  directions, 
which  we  think  would  go  far  toward  cor¬ 
recting  the  abuses.  If  that  procedure 
should  fail,  there  should  be  hearings  be¬ 
fore  the  legislative  committee. 

So  far  as  the  Senator  from  Florida 
is  concerned,  he  is  no  more  fearful  of  at¬ 
tacking  the  problem  than  any  other  Sen¬ 
ator.  He  has  already  been  heavily  criti¬ 
cized  because  he  has  suggested  the  first 
method  of  correction,  which  is  a  friend¬ 
ly  one.  One  of  the  big  troubles  about 
those  who  become  enthused  about  the 
single  program  that  they  are  particular¬ 
ly  Interested  In  is  that  they  generally 
seem  unable  to  determine  who  their 
friends  are.  That  happens  to  be  the  case 
with  reference  to  some  of  the  leading 
agitators  in  this  particular  REA  group. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  perfectfully  will¬ 
ing  either  to  yield  to  other  Senators  or 


to  have  other  Senators  express  their 
views  before  I  make  a  point  of  order. 

I  must  make  the  point  of  order,  not 
only  because  that  is  the  uniform  practice 
of  the  committee  of  which  I  am  a  mem¬ 
ber,  but  also  because  in  my  own  mind  it 
is  so  completely  right  not  to  proceed  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  in  discussion  of 
an  appropriation  bill,  to  try  to  change 
the  basic  operations  of  an  agency  which 
has  been  as  helpful  to  so  many  millions 
of  people  as  this  one  has  been. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield,  I  shall  try  to  be  brief. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
give  the  Senator  from  Ohio  l  Mr. 
LauscheJ  credit  for  consistency  in  his 
desire  to  do  away  with  all  subsidies  and 
things  that  look  like  subsidies.  I  feel 
that  his  chances  of  accomplishing  this 
worthy  purpose  are  so  slim  that  I  would 
not  wish  to  see  the  REA  selected  as  the 
first  example,  when,  in  all  probability, 
other  examples  would  not  follow. 

As  has  been  well  said,  the  REA  was 
established  to  serve  the  rural  areas  of 
the  country  which  the  corporate  utilities 
would  not  or  could  not  serve  at  the  time. 
In  that  respect,  as  pointed  out  by  the 
Senator  from  Ohio,  a  great  deal  has  been 
accomplished,  in  that  more  than  99  per¬ 
cent  of  the  farms  of  this  country  are  now 
served  with  electricity. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  well 
pointed  out  that  while  corporate  utilities 
have  an  average  of  33  customers  per  mile 
of  line,  the  REA’s  have  an  average  of 
only  3.3  customers  per  mile,  which  means 
that  on  many  miles  they  have  probably 
not  more  than  two  customers,  and  pos¬ 
sibly  only  one  customer.  Certainly 
REA’s  cannot  be  expected  to  serve  their 
areas  on  the  same  basis  as  utilities  which 
have  an  average  of  33  customers  per  mile. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  very  properly 
pointed  out  that  the  corporations  pay 
much  more  to  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  form  of  taxes  than  do  the  coop¬ 
eratives,  but  the  fact  remains  that  they 
get  the  money  from  someone.  They  first 
collect  it  from  their  customers  on  their 
lines,  before  turning  it  over  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  The  REA  does  not 
operate  on  that  basis.  It  must  operate 
on  a  nonprofit  basis,  because  in  many 
of  the  REA  areas  there  are  not  customers 
who  can  afford  to  pay  enough  so  that  the 
REA  could  turn  over  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  its  revenue  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  form  of  taxes. 

Utilities  are  set  up  to  make  profits  for 
their  investors.  Rural  electric  coopera¬ 
tives  are  established  to  perform  a  service 
for  their  members. 

Utility  corporations  in  most  States  are 
protected  against  encroachment.  They 
have  the  right  of  eminent  domain  and 
other  rights  which  are  not  available  to 
REA  cooperatives.  I  believe  that  at 
present  in  some  15  States  both  corporate 
utilities  and  cooperatives  are  protected 
by  law — at  least,  it  is  undertaken  to  give 
them  equal  opportunities  under  the  law, 
and  encroachment  on  territory  is 
prohibited. 

There  is  another  item  of  importance. 
So  far  as  I  know,  the  corporate  utilities 
never  pay  off  their  investments.  When 
their  bonds  come  due  they  refinance. 


The  REA  cooperatives  arc  required  to 
pay  off  their  investments,  or  their  bor¬ 
rowings,  in  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  35 
years.  Some  of  them  have  done  so  in  a 
much  shorter  time.  I  believe  there  were 
several  in  Indiana  which  paid  off  the 
total  amount  of  their  loans. 

The  REA  cooperatives  pay  interest. 
They  pay  on  principal,  as  it  is  due.  At 
the  time  the  hearings  were  held  before 
the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  on 
the  Agriculture  Department,  it  was 
brought  out  that  there  were  two  coopera¬ 
tives  in  arrears  at  the  present  time.  Of 
the  $4  billion  in  loans,  the  amount  of 
loans  in  arrears  was  about  $150,000. 

A  question  arises:  Why,  if  99  percent 
of  the  farms  of  this  country  are  now 
served,  is  it  necessary  to  continue  to 
encourage  further  borrowings  or  to  make 
available  further  funds  at  a  low  rate  of 
interest?  The  reason  is  that  when  the 
REA’s  first  went  into  these  rural  areas 
they  served  largely  marginal  farms,  the 
poorer  farms  with  no  electrical  equip¬ 
ment  whatsoever.  Millions  of  farmers 
who  came  into  the  REA’s  early  put  lights 
in  their  houses.  Some  put  lights  in  their 
barns. 

Now  the  farms  of  America  have  be¬ 
come  electrified.  The  use  of  power  has 
risen  from  a  few  hundred  kilowatt-hours 
a  month  20  years  ago  to  somewhere  be¬ 
tween  3,000  and  4,000  kilowatt-hours  a 
month  at  the  present  time.  That  means 
that  the  lines  must  be  rebuilt.  A  great 
deal  of  capital  is  required  to  rebuild 
them.  That  is  the  reason  why  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  appropriate  each  year  for  loans, 
which  will  be  paid  back  In  full. 

I  am  perfectly  willing  to  go  along  and 
say  that  2  percent  Interest  may  repre¬ 
sent  a  subsidy.  We  can  also  point  out 
the  fact  that  practically  every  business 
In  the  United  States  is  subsidized  in  one 
way  or  another.  The  petroleum  interests 
have  been  pointed  out  as  perhaps  the 
most  glaring  example  of  subsidy.  Tax 
benefits  are  available  to  them.  The 
manufacturing  companies  enjoy  benefits. 
The  merchant  marine  is  heavily  subsi¬ 
dized. 

I  believe  the  utility  companies  are  sub¬ 
sidized.  The  Congress  enacted  tax  legis¬ 
lation  last  year  to  authorize  the  electric 
utilities  a  3 -percent  tax  deduction.  I 
voted  to  give  them  a  7-percent  deduction, 
the  same  as  the  pipelines  had,  but  the 
Senate  agreed  to  give  them  a  3-percent 
tax  deduction. 

Not  so  many  years  ago,  about  1950, 
Congress  enacted  legislation  to  encourage 
the  construction  of  industrial  facilities 
in  the  United  States,  and  authorized  a 
complete  writeoff  of  the  cost  in  5  years’ 
time.  That  was  a  20-percent  per  year 
writeoff.  It  was  expected,  when  that  law 
was  passed,  that  it  would  be  used  pri¬ 
marily  by  steel  companies  and  manufac¬ 
turing  plants,  but  the  fact  remains  that 
nearly  all  of  the  benefits  accrued  to  the 
electric  utilities,  which  were  given  a  20- 
pcrcent  writeoff  on  billions  of  dollars. 

I  do  not  think  the  electric  utilities 
are  in  any  position  to  complain  now  if 
the  rural  electric  cooperatives  receive 
a  1 -percent  benefit  by  way  of  Interest 
charges.  Most  of  the  $4  billion  which 
was  loaned  to  REA  was  loaned  at  a  time 
when  the  Federal  Government  was  pay- 
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ing  2  percent  or  less — from  1%  percent 
to  2  percent — in  interest  for  the  money 
it  borrowed. 

If  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]  or  any  other  skilled 
economist  in  the  Senate  will  take  his 
pencil,  I  guarantee  that  he  will  find  that 
the  3 -percent  tax  benefit  granted  the 
corporate  electric  companies  last  year 
amount  to  more  than  1 -percent  interest 
increase  which  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  would  provide  in  the 
charge  to  the  REA’s. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  will  yield,  with  the  per¬ 
mission  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  and 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
gladly  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
so  that  he  may  address  a  question  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  since 
I  left  the  Chamber  I  have  been  able  to 
obtain  the  short-term  interest  rates  of 
the  Federal  Government.  I  find  that  in 
1945,  when  the  2-percent  interest  rate 
was  adopted  for  REA  loans,  the  rate 
on  3 -month  Treasury  bills  was  three- 
eights  of  1  percent. 

The  rate  continued  at  less  than  1  per¬ 
cent  to  1948. 

From  1948  to  1953  it  was  less  than  2 
percent. 

It  went  down  to  less  than  1  percent  in 
1954. 

It  went  up  to  1%  percent  in  1955. 

In  1956  it  was  2.7  percent. 

In  1957  it  went  up,  briefly,  to  3.3  per¬ 
cent,  and  then  dropped  to  a  lower  figure. 

For  a  long  period  of  time  the  short¬ 
term  interest  rate  was  below  1  percent 
and  below  2  percent. 

In  a  few  minutes  I  shall  have  com¬ 
bined  statistics.  I  believe  the  interest 
rates  on  long  and  short  term  will  show 
that  there  were  a  number  of  years  when 
the  combined  cost  was  less  than  2  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
add  one  more  comment,  and  then  I  shall 
be  through. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  in  some  parts  of 
the  country  the  REA  cooperatives  have 
done  things  that  ought  not  to  have  been 
done,  but  I  point  out  that  the  Federal 
Government  does  not  operate  the  electric 
lines.  The  Federal  Government  is  a 
lending  agency  only  and  certain  acts  of 
the  REA  cooperatives  which  Members  of 
the  Senate  have  condemned  have  been 
done  under  State  laws,  not  Federal  laws. 
Any  State  in  the  Union  that  finds  that 
an  REA  cooperative  is  not  proceeding 
properly  has  full  authority  to  amend  its 
own  laws  to  bi’ing  the  co-ops  into  line. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  in  order  that  he  may  ask  a 
question  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  care  to  discuss  the  differ¬ 
ence  in  the  tax  rate?  The  rural  cooper¬ 
atives  are  paying  3  cents  on  the  dollar  in 
taxes,  and  the  private  power  companies 
are  paying  22  cents  out  of  every  dollar. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  The  private  power 
companies  collect  that  money  from  the 
users  of  electricity  to  whom  they  sell 


power  and  pay  it  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  electric  cooperatives  are  non¬ 
profit  organizations,  and  have  no  income 
to  pay  on.  We  cannot  expect  someone  to 
pay  if  he  does  not  have  anything  to  pay 
on. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
when  an  investor  in  a  power  company  is 
paying  22  cents  out  of  a  dollar  in  taxes, 
and  a  co-op  is  paying  only  3  cents  out  of 
every  dollar,  the  purchaser  of  the  power 
from  the  power  company  must  pay  a  part 
of  the  cost  that  the  purchasers  of  power 
from  the  cooperatives  ought  to  pay? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No.  A  member  of  an 
REA  cooperative,  by  saving  on  the  cost 
of  electricity,  pays  income  to  the  Federal 
Government  itself.  The  corporation  is 
not  in  business  for  its  health.  It  is  in 
business  to  make  money.  The  corpora¬ 
tions  have  done  very  well,  and  have  done 
better  since  the  REA  has  come  into  ex¬ 
istence  than  they  were  doing  before. 
They  collect  from  the  users  of  electricity 
the  additional  tax  money  which  it  has  to 
pay  to  the  Federal  Government.  That  is 
one  way  to  get  the  tax  money. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  cannot  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  in  his  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  facts.  The  investor  in 
the  power  company,  which  is  paying  for 
taxes  22  cents  out  of  every  dollar  it  takes 
in,  is  paying  a  part  of  the  load  that  ought 
to  be  borne  by  the  user  of  the  co-op, 
which  is  paying  only  3  cents  on  the  dol¬ 
lar  in  taxes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No.  The  corporations 
flatly  refused  to  serve  the  areas  the  REA 
went  into.  Let  me  remind  the  Senator 
that  when  the  REA  law  was  established, 
it  was  expected  that  low-rate  interest 
loans  would  be  made  to  the  utility  com¬ 
panies.  They  all  refused  to  have  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  it,  and  that  is  how  the 
cooperatives  came  into  being.  The  cor¬ 
porations  flatly  declined  to  serve  the  vast 
rural  area  which  has  developed,  one 
could  say,  almost  into  the  heartland  of 
America  today.  It  is  one  of  the  most 
productive  parts  of  our  country. 

REA  cooperatives  never  would  have 
come  into  existence  had  the  utility  com¬ 
panies  been  willing  to  serve  those  areas. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper], 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Florida  that  the 
amendment  should  not  be  accepted.  It 
is,  of  course,  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 
But  even  it  were  not,  it  would  be  the 
proper  procedure  to  consider  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  appropriate  committes,  the 
Committees  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
of  the  House  and  Senate. 

I  think  I  can  speak  with  objectivity 
on  this  subject,  because  several  years  ago 
the  REA  cooperatives  of  Kentucky  3  or  4 
years  ago,  in  their  convention,  expressed 
the  view  that  consideration  should  be 
given  to  an  increase  in  the  interest  rate. 

This  proposal  to  raise  interest  rates  to 
REA  is  not  as  simple  as  it  is  made  to 
appear  by  private  utilities  who  ask  that 
the  interest  rate  be  raised. 

It  is  extreme  to  say  that  the  2-percent 
interest  rate  is  seriously  affecting  the 
private  utilities.  The  fact  is  that  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  energy  which  is  produced  and 
sold  in  this  country  is  supplied  by  the 
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private  utilities.  They  will  always  fur¬ 
nish,  and  properly  so,  this  percentage  or 
even  a  larger  percentage  of  power  con¬ 
sumed,  because  of  the  increasing  demand 
for  electric  energy. 

There  has  been  much  talk  about  the 
generation  and  transmission  plants  fi¬ 
nanced  by  REA.  The  fact  is  that  only 
1  percent  of  the  energy  produced  in  this 
Nation  is  produced  by  the  generation  and 
transmission  plants.  Appropriations  to 
maintain  that  relative  position — namely, 
1  percent  of  the  total  power  produced 
in  the  United  States — have  been  re¬ 
quested.  And  both  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  on  Appropriations,  while  es¬ 
tablishing  criteria  for  the  proper  and 
effective  use  of  these  funds,  have  not 
recommended  that  these  funds  for  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmision  plants  be  with¬ 
drawn.  They  have  established  criteria, 
as  I  have  noted,  to  assure  the  proper  use 
of  the  funds  by  REA  and  also  to  make 
certain  that  private  utilities,  offering  al¬ 
ternative  sources  of  power — submit  fair 
rates  and  do  not  use  dual  rates  in  dealing 
with  REA  cooperatives. 

A  great  deal  has  been  made  of  the  fact 
that  about  98  percent  of  the  farms  have 
been  reached  by  electricity.  That  evades 
the  issue.  The  question  is  whether  all 
requirements  for  additional  and  neces¬ 
sary  power  can  be  supplied  by  REA  to 
these  farms.  According  to  the  evidence, 
the  use  of  electricity  on  farms  is  doubling 
every  5  or  7  years.  This  requires,  of 
course,  that  additional  loans  must  be 
made  available  to  local  REA  cooperatives 
for  equipment  and  transmission  lines 
necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  farm  fam¬ 
ilies  and  farm  areas. 

It  has  been  mentioned  today,  and 
argued  against  REA  that  five  out  of  six 
of  the  new  users  are  nonfarmers,  but, 
giving  this  statistic  does  not  give  a  true 
picture  of  the  percentage  of  nonfarmers 
served,  compared  with  the  total  number 
of  patrons.  These  nonfarmers  live  in 
the  areas  which  REA’s  serves;  areas 
which  private  utilities  would  not  serve. 

It  is  more  costly  to  provide  service  to 
rural  areas  with  an  average  of  3.3  per¬ 
sons  on  1  mile  of  REA  lines,  compared 
to  33  on  the  private  utility  lines  of  urban 
areas.  The  Congress  through  its  proper 
committees  should  look  into  all  these 
facts  before  raising  interest  rates,  for 
we  are  dealing  with  the  question  of  sup¬ 
plying  adequate  power  to  rural  areas,  by 
REA. 

I  can  remember  when  there  was  no 
electricity  outside  the  town  I  lived  in 
as  was  the  case  over  the  United  States. 
I  could  stand  at  the  top  of  a  hill  and  see 
the  lights  around  my  town,  but  if  I  looked 
beyond  the  town  there  were  no  lights, 
except  lanterns  and  lamps.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  there  would  not  now  be  any  but 
for  REA.  We  ought  to  keep  those  facts 
in  mind  for  REA  has  not  only  brought 
light,  and  necessities  and  convenience  to 
farm  families,  it  has  brought  increased 
income  to  businesses  in  our  communities, 
to  banks  and  to  industry  generally. 

I  support  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  and  the  position  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriation.  In  all 
fairness  to  REA — to  farmers  as  well  as 
to  private  utilities — the  question  of  rais¬ 
ing  interest  rates  must  be  studied  by  the 
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proper  committee  through  hearings.  I 
will  vote  against  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Dakota  [  Mr.  Young], 
wished  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  associate  myself  with  the 
comments  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Vermont,  the  Senator  from  Kentucky, 
and  other  Senators.  I  think  this  is  a 
matter  which  should  be  decided  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
when  appropriate  hearings  can  be  held. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  op¬ 
pose  the  suspension  of  the  rules  for  the 
purpose  of  considering  the  amendment 
being  presented  by  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  LauscheI  . 

The  matter  of  interest  rates  in  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration  is 
a  substantive  matter  of  considerable  im¬ 
portance.  It  should  not  be  acted  upon 
hastily.  The  Senator  himself  underlined 
its  importance  in  his  address  to  this  body 
yesterday,  when  he  stated  that  what  he 
calls  the  loan  subsidy  from  insufficient 
REA  interest  rates  now  exceeds  $1  bil¬ 
lion. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  also  stated 
that  in  1961  interest  repaid  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  by  REA  borrowers  amounted  to 
more  than  $52.5  million  in  1961,  con¬ 
suming  7.43  cents  on  every  dollar  of  the 
borrowers’  incoming  revenue.  His  table 
A  introduced  in  the  Record  shows  a 
Treasury  interest  cost  in  1962  of  4  per¬ 
cent,  or  double  the  REA  2-percent  rate. 
I  believe  we  should  not  hastily  consider 
by  this  means  a  move  which  would  ex¬ 
actly  double,  to  nearly  15  cents  on  the 
revenue  dollar,  the  cost  of  REA  loans  to 
their  borrowers. 

This  amendment,  and  the  second  one 
which  the  Senator  fi’bm  Ohio  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  offer  if  we  suspend  the  rules,  is 
already  before  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  in  the  form  of  a  bill.  It  is  far  more 
appropriate  that  these  measures,  with 
their  complex  ramifications,  receive  the 
earnest  attention  of  the  committee 
through  its  usual  procedures  rather  than 
the  hasty  and  ill-informed  attention  of 
the  body  as  a  whole  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  raise 
the  point  of  order  that  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
McIntyre  in  the  chair) .  Under  rule  XVI, 
the  Chair  sustains  the  point  of  order 
on  the  ground  that  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  is  legislation  on  a  general  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  By  virtue  of  the  right 
I  acquired  by  filing  a  notice  proposing 
to  ask  for  a  suspension  of  the  rule,  at 
this  time  I  move  to  suspend  the  rule. 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
motion. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  suspend  the  rule.  Is  that 
correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  to  suspend 
the  rule.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BREWSTER  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative) .  On  this  vote  I  have 
a  pair  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern].  If  he 
were  present  and  voting  he  would  vote 
“nay.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I 
would  vote  “yea.”  I  therefore  withdraw 
my  vote. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce/  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon], 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hart],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Hartke],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
I  Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
McGovern],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Walters],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are 
absent  on  official  business.  ~ 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle]  is  absent 
due  to  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mans¬ 
field],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Walters],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cotton],  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Beall],  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel],  and  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson!  is  detained  on  official  business. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  and  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Beall]  and  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  are  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 


Maryland  and  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  16, 
nays  57,  as  follows: 

[No.  175  Leg.] 

YEAS — 16 


Bennett 

Javits 

Saltonstall 

Boggs 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Scott 

Case 

Keating 

Tower 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Mechem 

Goldwater 

Pearson 

NAYS— 57 

Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Nelson 

Anderson 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Pell 

Bayh 

Humphrey 

Prouty 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Proxmlre 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Johnston 

Randolph 

Church 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Riblcoff 

Clark 

Kennedy 

Robertson 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell 

Dirksen 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Douglas 

McCarthy 

Smith 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Edmondson 

McIntyre 

Stennis 

EUender 

McNamara 

Symington 

Ervin 

Monroney 

Talmadge 

Fulbright 

Morse 

Thurmond 

Gore 

Morton 

Yarborough 

Gruenlng 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hayden 

Muskle 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 

-27 

Allott 

Engle 

McGee 

Beall 

Fong 

McGovern 

Bible 

Hart 

Metcalf 

Brewster 

Hartke 

Miller 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Moss 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Carlson 

Kuchel 

Simpson 

Cotton 

Magnuson 

Walters 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  Mr.  Lausche’s  motion  to  suspend 
the  rule  was  rejected. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  SENATOR 
GIACINTO  BOSCO,  MINISTER  OF 
JUSTICE,  AND  CONGRESSMAN 
LORENZO  NATALI,  DEPUTY  SEC¬ 
RETARY  OF  THE  TREASURY, 
MEMBERS  OF  THE  ITALIAN  ACAD¬ 
EMY  OF  FORENSIC  MEDICINE 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  it  gives  me 
particular  pleasure  to  welcome  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  two  distingiushed 
members  of  the  Italian  Academy  of 
forensic  Medicine.  I  regret  very  much 
chat  my  colleague,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore]  could 
not\je  present  on  this  occasion  because 
of  anyunbreakable  commitment  in  New 
England;  but  on  behalf  of  all  my  col¬ 
leagues  \n  the  Senate  committee  to 
welcome  tHe  Italian  Academy  of  Forensic 
Medicine  stoeaking  personally,  as  a 
Knight  of  tnlitCrown  of  Italy,  I  offer  to 
these  eminent Ndsitors  our  warmhearted 
greetings  and  \ur  admiration.  They 
honor  us  by  theiKpresence.  They  are 
Senator  Giacinto  j^osco,  his  country’s 
Minister  of  Justice  i\and  Congressman 
Lorenzo  Natali,  his  Country’s  Deputy 
Secretary  of  the  TreasurV 

Representing  their  oWn  governing 
bodies  and  more  than  200  mWbers  of  the 
academy  who  have  flown  to\,he  United 
States  from  Rome,  they  are  embarked  on 
a  broad  and  meaningful  prograna  to  ex¬ 
plore  the  “Biological,  Social  and>Jurid- 
ical  Evolution  of  Man  in  the  Space 
Age.”  \ 

In  its  membership  the  academy  ihr 
cludes  judges,  lawyers,  biologists,  social 
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scientists,  and  physicians.  It  is  of  spe- 
.  significance  in  today’s  complex  world 
these  various  professions  and  dis- 
should  be  so  purposefully  inter¬ 
relate!! 

We  a^e  grateful  to  the  academy  for 
choosing Vto  hold  its  congress  in  our 
country;  &jd  in  this  respect,  I  would 
like  to  pay  tribute  to  my  good  friend, 
Mr.  Ernest  Oyneo,  who  has  given  so 
much  of  his  time  and  efforts  to  help 
with  the  originalNplanning.  Indeed,  Mr. 
Cuneo  has  been  caHed  by  Mr.  Natale  the 
animator  of  this\  congress  of  the 
academy. 

The  academy  is  concerned  with  in¬ 
creasing  worldwide  understanding,  with 
deepening  the  appreciation  of  justice, 
with  interpreting  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  positive  law  and  scientific  prog¬ 
ress,  and  with  furthering  cultural  rela¬ 
tions  in  all  aspects  of  its  endeavors. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  these  aresgoals 
of  immense  value.  They  bear  impor¬ 
tantly  on  the  growth  of  international 
friendships  and  of  the  cause  of  won 
peace. 

In  extending  our  own  friendship  and 
high  regard  to  our  illustrious  guests,  let 
us  wish  them  every  success.  I  nostri 
migliori  auguri,  signori,  e  i  nostri  migliori 
felicitazione.  [Applause,  Senators  ris¬ 
ing.] 

Mr.  PELL.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  state¬ 
ment  by  Minister  of  Justice  Bosco. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  By  H.  E.  Giacinto  Bosco  on 
Being  Received  by  the  Senate 

It  was  a  particular  honor  to  be  received  by 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  a  legislative 
body  that  has  acquired  such  great  respect 
in  the  world  for  the  wisdom  of  its  decisions, 
at  all  times  inspired  by  those  principles  of 
freedom  and  justice  proclaimed  by  the  Dec¬ 
laration  of  Independence  and  sanctioned  by 
the  U.S.  Constitution. 

The  recent  deliberations  for  the  ratifica¬ 
tion  of  the  partial  atomic  ban  treaty  were 
greeted  in  Italy  with  deep  satisfaction  as  a 
first  step  toward  the  relaxation  of  inter¬ 
national  tensions  and  the  consolidation  of 
peace,  the  supreme  ideal  of  humanity, 
solemnly  attested  by  the  Charter  of  thqy 
United  Nations. 

Inspired  by  these  very  ideals,  the  TMfd 
Italian  Congress  of  Forensic  Medicine  /ook 
place,  during  the  last  few  days,  in  NewAork. 
Over  400  Italian  scientists  and  jurists  were 
in  attendance  to  reaffirm  the  principle  that 
scientific  and  technological  progress  in  the 
space  age  must  be  accompanied  by  a  pro¬ 
found  rebirth  of  moral  and  spiritual  human 
values. 

If  humanity  will  remain  dolidly  anchored 
to  the  values  of  the  spirit/  we  shall  be  able 
to  labor  confidently  towards  the  achievement 
of  all  the  conquests  qff  progress,  and  bend 
them  to  the  service  of4nan,  so  that,  as  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  said/  mankind  may  obtain 
the  fruits  of  the  f/urvels  of  science  instead 
of  being  destroyed  by  its  terrors. 

During  the  tweeting  over  which  I  had  the 
honor  of  presiding  together  with  Attorney 
General  Robert  F.  Kennedy,  I  had  the  op¬ 
portunity  appreciating  the  hospitality  of 
the  American  people  and  its  sympathy  for 
my  cou/try  which,  in  complete  loyalty  to 
the  icj/als  of  the  Atlantic  Pact,  continues, 
side  Jafy  side  with  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica/on  its  way  towards  economic  progress, 
ciril  rights  and  social  justice. 


In  witness  to  the  sentiments  of  friendship 
that  I  hold  for  the  American  people,  may 
I  be  allowed  to  recall  here,  on  this  solemn 
floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  that  my  first  speech 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  of  the  Italian 
Republic  dealt  with  the  ratification  of  the 
Marshall  plan,  a  most  effective  instrument 
for  the  rehabilitation  of  freedom  loving 
countries. 

Also  on  behalf  of  my  colleague  in  the 
Italian  Parliament  and  Government,  the 
Hon.  Lorenzo  Natali,  who  is  here  with  me, 
I  wish  to  express  my  warmest  thanks  for 
the  welcome  that  has  been  reserved  for  us 
by  the  U.S.  Senate.  Furthermore,  I  wish 
this  illustrious  Assembly  may  see  the  at¬ 
tainment  of  total  success  in  its  efforts  for 
the  consolidation  of  peace  and  the  triumph 
of  our  mutual  democratic  ideals. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  the  able  and  distinguished  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  in  welcoming  our 
guests  to  this  Chamber.  We  are  honored 
by  their  presence.  I  hope  they  will  con¬ 
vey  to  their  countrymen  the  warm  re¬ 
gards  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
and  the  people  of  the  United  States.  We 
are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  be- 
jalf  of  the  Senate,  the  Chair  extends 
hearty  welcome  to  our  honored  gues 


SSSAGE  FROM  THE  HOD 

A  message  from  the  House  of Repre- 
sentative\  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  <jne  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced/  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  «mference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two yHouses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  5888)  makiiWappropriations  for 
the  Departments  of Tabor,  and  Health, 
Education,  and  .Welfare,  and  related 
agencies,  for  th enseal  year  ending  June 
30,  1964,  and/or  other  purposes;  that 
the  House  receded  from  its 'disagreement 
to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  7,  VI,  20,  34,  38,  46,  58,  >6,  and  68 
to  the  bul  and  concurred  therein,  and 
that  t£€  House  receded  from  its  dftagree- 
menj/to  the'  amendments  of  the  Senate 
nujnbered  8,  12,  21,  37,  and  56  toNthe 
bjii,  and  concurred  therein,  several 
vith  an  amendment,  in  which  it  request 
Ked  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
enrolled  bill  (H.R.  5250)  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  411(a)  of  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  to  increase  the  rates  of  depend¬ 
ency  and  indemnity  compensation  pay¬ 
able  to  widows  of  veterans  dying  from 
service-connected  disabilities,  and  it  was 
signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DOMINICK  obtained  the  floor.  „ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield  without 
losing  his  right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  yield,  provided  I 
do  not  lose  the  floor. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  acting  majority 
leader  what  other  amendments  will  be 
considered,  how  long  the  session  is  likely 


to  continue  this  afternoon,  and  also  whe 
the  program  will  be  for  tomorrow? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President/  it 
is  my  understanding  that  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  hfis  one 
amendment,  which  he  will  offer  after 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  2ias  com¬ 
pleted  his  statement.  As  I/recall,  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  and  a  number  of  eosponsors  also 
intend  to  offer  an  armmdment  to  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill.  I  know 
of  no  other  amendments. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  leadership, 
following  the  vot/on  the  Javits  amend¬ 
ment,  to  have  tide  Senate  adjourn  until 
Monday  at  12  o'clock  noon. 

Before  the/senate  concludes  its  busi¬ 
ness  todayyit  is  intended  to  call  up  the 
conference?  report  on  the  Department  of 
Health,  ^education,  and  Welfare  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  This  is  a  priority  item. 
When/  the  business  for  today  has  been 
completed,  it  is  intended  to  have  the 
Senate  adjourn  until  Monday. 

It  is  proposed  to  ask  for  a  limitation 
■'of  debate  on  the  Mundt  amendment.  On 
any  other  amendments  that  might  be 
offered,  it  is  proposed  that  there  be  not 
more  than  15  minutes  to  a  side. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  indicated  to  me  that  an  hour 
on  each  side  would  be  adequate. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  did  so  indicate;  but 
since  then  I  have  found  that  one  or  two 
of  my  associates  on  the  amendment  may 
wish  to  speak  a  little  longer  than  I  had 
anticipated.  So  in  order  not  to  cut  the 
time  too  thin,  I  would  suggest  an  hour 
and  one-half. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Then  at  this  time 
I  shall  not  propose  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement;  I  shall  wait  until  I  check 
with  other  Senators  as  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  be  offered.  But  I  understand 
that,  tentatively,  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  would  like  an  hour  and  one-half 
for  each  side,  on  his  amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  check  with 
other  Senators;  and  after  the  Javits 
amendment  has  been  voted  on,  I  shall 
offer  a  unanimous-consent  request  along 
tthe  lines  discussed. 

.Let  me  say  that  the  intention  is  that 
arter  we  finish  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  on  Monday  next,  we  shall 
call  op  the  measure  for  a  1-year  exten¬ 
sion  cN  the  Civil  Rights  Commission. 

Mr.  Russell.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Brewster  in  >he  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colo'Hado  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia? 

Mr.  DOMINICI^k  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  iJoes  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  ref^l  to  his  revised 
Humphrey  amendment\ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  YeVto  the  amend¬ 
ment  placed  in  the  REcoRmwesterday,  as 
offered  by  the  Senator  froha  Montana 
[Mr.  Mansfield],  the  Senatorsfrom  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  and  mysl 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield?' 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  yield  to  the  S( 
tor  from  Florida. 
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\  Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  not  the  intention 
tostake  up  the  measure  on  the  extension 
of  \he  Civil  Rights  Commission  until 
aftenthe  agriculture  appropriation  bill  is 
disposed  of,  is  it? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  situa¬ 
tion.  AfS^r  the  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  isNdisposed  of — we  hope  it  will 
be  disposed  of  on  Monday — we  hope  that 
will  be  done.  VArrangements  are  being 
worked  out  noV  because  a  number  of 
Senators  wish  to  leave,  some  already  are 
absent,  and  othersNvish  to  work  here.  I 
should  like  to  accoimnodate  all  of  them, 
and  I  ask  Senators  to'do  so  by  agreeing 
not  to  hold  a  Senate  session  tomorrow. 
A  little  later,  we  shall  a,sk  unanimous 
consent  to  that  effect.  \ 

Mr.  KEATING.  Is  it  anticipated  that 
consideration  of  the  measurirUo  extend 
the  Civil  Rights  Commission  wiflUpe  com¬ 
pleted  on  Monday?  \ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  the  intVtion 
of  the  leadership  to  endeavor  to  ha\e  it 
concluded  on  Monday,  and  Senates 
should  be  prepared  to  stay  here  on  MoiK 
day  until  its  consideration  is  concluded.' 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida.  Let  me  say  that 
the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  has  done  a  good  job  in  try¬ 
ing  ,to  obtain  further  scrutiny  of  the 
REA  loans.  I  believe  the  procedures 
which  have  been  established  by  the 
House  and  have  been  accepted  by  the 
Senate  committee  are  good;  they  have 
been  published  accurately  in  the  report. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Florida 
and  other  members  of  the  committee  for 
the  work  they  have  done.  But  the  basic 
problem  is  that  although  these  provi¬ 
sions  take  care  of  the  section  5  proce¬ 
dures,  and  also  take  care  of  the  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  loan  procedures, 
in  fact,  they  do  not  touch  at  all  the  in¬ 
terest  problem. 

So  in  view  of  the  statement  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida — as  shown  in  yes¬ 
terday’s  Record — that  he  would  not  hold 
hearings  on  the  bills  in  connection  with 
the  interest  rate,  the  amendment  on 
which  we  recently  voted  seemed  to  be 
the  only  way  in  which  we  could  pos¬ 
sibly  bring  this  interest  rate  question 
before  the  Senate  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  .yield  now  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  make  very 
clear  that  I  certainly  would  not  want  to 
be  understood  as  having  said  that  I 
would  not  hold  hearings  on  this  meas¬ 
ure.  I  said  I  would  not  hold  hearings 
this  year,  because  I  thought  we  were  in 
the  midst  of  so  much  confusion  and  be¬ 
cause  I  was  very  hopeful  that  the  direc¬ 
tions  given  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  might  prove  sufficient  to  clear  up 
most  or  all  of  the  manifest  abuses  which 
now  exist  or  have  existed  in  the  past. 


However,  by  no  means  would  I  refuse 
to  hold  hearings.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]  has  intro¬ 
duced  one  interesting  and  scholarly  bill 
on  this  subject.  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  LMr.  Lausche]  has  also  introduced 
another.  Eight  have  been  introduced  in 
the  House.  At  least  6  different  ap¬ 
proaches  are  covered  by  the  10  bills. 
The  Senator  from  Ohio  today  was  very 
frank,  as  is  his  custom,  and  admitted  he 
has  proposed  three  different  approaches 
to  this  matter.  Certainly  a  winnowing- 
out  process  must  occur  before  any  hear¬ 
ings  are  held  by  the  legislative  commit¬ 
tee;  and  I  stand  ready  to  be  of  assist¬ 
ance  in  that  regard.  I  do  hope  we  shall 
pass  measures  correcting  the  abuses 
which  have  existed — and  which  we  hope 
will  not  exist  in  the  future — so  that 
when  we  deal  with  the  rate  structure, 
we  shall  not  find  the  bills  dealing  with 
correction  of  the  abuses  mixed  into  the 
hearings  on  the  rates. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida.  I  know  how  hard  he 
has  worked  on  this  problem.  If  I  have 
misstated  the  facts  about  the  hearings, 
I  apologize.  I  knew  the  Senator  would 
not  hold  them  this  year,  because  I  read 
his  statement  to  that  effect  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  of  yesterday. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield? 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
peat  what  I  said  earlier  this  afternoon: 
I  do  not  propose  three  approaches;  I 
propose  only  one  approach.  Today  I 
submitted  an  amendment  covering  the 
mildest  one  I  possibly  could  propose, 
and  I  hoped  I  would  get  some  support 
for  it. 

It  is  clear  that  there  are  abuses  in 
this  program,  and  that  they  must  be 
corrected.  So  I  shall  ask  the  Senator 
from  Florida  to  be  sure  to  conduct  at 
an  early  date  hearings  on  my  bill. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  appreciate  the 
comments  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 
I  believe  this  interest  problem  is  per¬ 
haps  the  largest  one  that  those  who  are 
in  all-out  opposition  to  the  REA’s  may 
have.  I  have  said  before,  and  I  repeat, 
that  I  believe  the  REA’s  have  done  a 
good  job  in  doing  what  they  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  do  in  providing  electricity  to 
the  farm  areas.  I  also  believe  they 
should  have  an  opportunity  to  expand; 
but  I  believe  that  must  be  kept  within 
the  limits,  and  should  not  be  subsi¬ 
dized  in  the  way  these  interest  rates 
do.  The  longer  we  continue  the  2-per¬ 
cent  interest  rate,  the  more  ammunition 
we  give  those  who  would  like  to  see  the 
extinction  of  the  REA’s.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  I  am  going  to  join  in  push¬ 
ing  for  hearings,  as  soon  as  we  can 
get  them,  before  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  so  we  can  get  the  facts  and  can 
find  out  what  an  increase  in  the  interest 
rate  would  do  in  the  way  of  decreasing 
the  burden  on  the  taxpayer,  and  also 
whether  it  would  actually  impose  injury 
and  hardship  on  the  REA’s. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  33,  in 
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line  2,  it  is  proposed  to  delete  the  period 
and  insert  a  semicolon  and  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds 
appropriated  under  this  title  for  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  shall  be  used  in 
any  State  in  which  the  participants  in,  or 
beneficiaries  of,  the  programs  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  are  segregated,  or  oth¬ 
erwise  discriminated  against,  on  account  of 
race,  creed,  or  color. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
information  of  Senators,  let  me  say  that 
I  believe  I  can  finish  what  I  have  to  say 
about  this  matter  in  about  10  minutes; 
and  from  what  I  know  will  be  the  pro¬ 
cedure,  I  believe  we  shall  most  likely  be 
ready  to  vote  very  soon  thereafter.  I 
shall  seek  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  what¬ 
ever  motion  is  made  with  respect  to  this 
amendment. 

The  policy  I  have  followed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  amendments  of  this  character 
is  two-fold: 

First.  I  have  sought  to  ascertain  the 
basic  facts  before  offering  such  amend¬ 
ments.  I  have  not  just  moved  in  a  kind 
of  broadsword  way;  but  I  have  sought 
the  basic  facts. 

Second,  I  have  first  sought  corrections 
through  the  departmental  agencies  con¬ 
cerned. 

Third.  I  have  not  offered  such  amend¬ 
ments  unless  I  felt  the  case  was  really 
so  much  in  point  that  it  deserved  the 
attention  of  the  Senate. 

This  amendment  is  directed  to  the 
Federal  Farmers  Extension  Service, 
which  seems  to  me  to  be  a  glaring  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  is  occurring  in  the  Federal 
Government  in  connection  with  use  of 
the  taxpayers’  money  for  the  purpose  of 
supporting  segregated  Federal-State  pro¬ 
grams. 

If  it  be  said  that  I  have  submitted 
such  amendments  fairly  frequently — not 
too  frequently,  but  fairly  frequently — 
I  can  only  respond  by  saying  that — un¬ 
happily  and  unfortunately  for  our  Na¬ 
tion,  and  unfortunately  for  its  tranquil¬ 
ity,  in  terms  of  the  terrible  and  trouble¬ 
some  developments  in  cities  such  as  Bir¬ 
mingham,  mainly  in  the  South,  but  also 
in  other  parts  of  the  Nation — in  an  un¬ 
happily  and  unfortunately  large  number 
of  instances  the  taxpayers’  money  is  be¬ 
ing  used  directly  to  support  segregation. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  situation  which 
it  is  my  tragic  duty  to  report.  It  is  also 
our  duty  to  endeavor  to  correct  it. 

Let  us  look  at  the  Federal  Extension 
Service  program.  It  is  the  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture’s  administrative  arm 
in  a  State,  county,  and  Federal  educa¬ 
tional  system.  That  system  results  in 
the  the  cooperative  Extension  Service, 
which  carries  to  farmers,  farm  families, 
and  farm  youth  a  wide  range  of  activi¬ 
ties  and  information  designed  to  enable 
rural  people  to  live  better  and  to  be  more 
successful  farmers.  It  operates  or  guides 
the  4-H  Club  movement  and,  indeed,  the 
4-H  Clubs,  with  which  we  are  all  famil¬ 
iar,  receive  extensive  assistance  from  the 
Federal  Government  through  funds  for 
educational  materials  and  even  for  the 
payment  of  salaries  of  its  staff  members. 

The  Federal  Extension  Service  has  two 
bases.  At  one  side  is  the  land-grant  col¬ 
lege,  from  which  it  derives  educational 
materials,  inspiration,  ideas  and  teach¬ 
ing  techniques. 
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On  the  other  side  is  the  very  large  con¬ 
stituency  of  the  4-H  Clubs,  through 
which  a  good  deal  of  the  extension  work 
is  done.  In  the  center  is  the  channel  of 
funds  in  which  State  and  Federal  funds 
are  mingled  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  this  work. 

Mr.  President,  what  happens?  In  the 
Southern  States,  where  a  social  pattern 
of  segregation  exists,  we  find  separate 
Negro  county  agents  for  the  Negro  farm¬ 
ers  and  white  county  agents  for  the 
white  farmers.  That  is  true  to  such  an 
extent  that  there  is  even  a  title  in  quite 
a  few  places  of  “Negro  County  Agent.” 

I  shall  not  even  go  into  the  details  of 
the  alleged  differentiation  in  compensa¬ 
tion  for  Negroes  and  whites  who  hold 
those  positions,  or  the  fact  that  it  is 
claimed — and  probably  with  good 
cause — that  a  great  deal  more  service  is 
given,  or  a  great  many  more  people  are 
concerned  in  serving  the  white  farmer, 
or  that  the  people  serving  the  white 
farmers  have  greater  competence,  and 
so  forth.  It  is  adequate  for  the  purpose 
of  the  present  debate,  for  the  motion 
which  I  am  making  to  amend  the  bill, 
and  for  my  giving  of  the  basis  for 
amending  the  bill  to  state  that  there  is 
a  segregated  county  agent  structure  in 
respect  to  the  Federal  Extension  Service. 

Interestingly  enough,  in  the  present 
case  it  is  based  upon  a  segregated  pat¬ 
tern  at  each  end,  that  is,  in  respect  to 
the  land-grant  colleges  and  in  respect  to 
the  4-H  Clubs.  In  respect  to  the  land- 
grant  colleges,  let  us  remember  that 
those  were  organized  under  the  Morrill 
Act.  The  Morrill  Act  is  one  of  two  laws 
on  the  Federal  statute  books  which  still 
provides,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
it  is  unquestionably  unconstitutional,  for 
separate  but  equal  facilities.  The  Hill- 
Burton  Act  and  the  Morrill  Act  so  pro¬ 
vide.  It  will  be  recalled  that  when  the 
President  sent  to  the  Congress  his  civil 
rights  message,  he  specifically  asked 
that  that  provision  of  the  Morrill  Act 
be  repealed.  So  we  are  dealing  at  one 
end,  in  the  places  where  there  is  a  seg¬ 
regated  society,  with  segregated  land- 
grant  colleges.  At  the  other  end  we  are 
dealing  with  segregated  4-H  Clubs,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  4-H  Clubs,  in  round  figures, 
is  something  like  2  million  to  2,300,000, 
of  whom  about  a  million  and  a  quarter 
are  in  the  Southern  States. 

The  4-H  Clubs  in  the  South  are  com¬ 
pletely  segregated.  Indeed,  at  the  na¬ 
tional  convention  the  South  sends  white 
clubs  only,  and  the  southern  Negro  clubs 
must  hold  their  own  convention. 

We  are  providing  approximately  $70 
million  in  the  bill  for  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  this 
question  must  urgently  be  raised.  I 
point  out,  too,  that  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  is  one  of  the  two  agencies  of 
the  Government— the  other  being  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare— from  which  it  has  been  impos¬ 
sible  to  get  a  response  as  to  the  policy 
which  is  being  pursued  in  State-aided 
programs.  I  speak  in  unmeasured  terms 
of  condemnation  and  criticism  of  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  department  which  will  not  even 
show  its  hand  in  respect  of  what  is  be¬ 
ing  done  in  these  programs,  leaving  us 
to  find  out  about  them  through  any  of 


the  indirect  means  available  to  us.  The 
very  least  such  a  Government  depart¬ 
ment  should  do  would  be  to  tell  us  au¬ 
thoritatively  what  it  is  actually  doing, 
and  account  for  it  to  the  public,  and 
stand  up  for  the  way  it  construes  the 
law. 

Most  Government  departments  have 
taken  the  position  affirmatively  that  they 
have  the  power  under  the  Constitution 
to  deny  funds  to  segregated  State  pro¬ 
grams. 

Apparently  two  departments— HEW 
and  Agriculture — do  not  wish  to  so  state. 
That  leaves  us  with  no  alternative  ex¬ 
cept  to  try  to  do  something  when  we 
have  an  opportunity  to  do  it  in  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

These  exercises  are  not  fruitless  by 
any  means.  It  will  be  recalled  that 
earlier  this  year  I  made  a  similar  motion 
with  respect  to  a  bill  relating  to  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration.  The 
motion  was  tabled  by  a  vote  of  47  to  38 
on  May  1,  1963.  I  am  very  glad  to  say 
that  there  has  been  some  easing  in  that 
situation.  That  is  the  reason  I  have  not 
moved  on  it  today.  Some  Negroes  have 
been  introduced  at  the  State  and  county 
level — very  few — but  something  is  hap¬ 
pening. 

I  point  out  also,  that  in  respect  of  the 
elementary  matter  of  segregation  at  air¬ 
ports,  we  were  successful,  because  we 
fought  the  battle  in  amendment  after 
amendment,  notwithstanding  tabling 
and  notwithstanding  defeats. 

The  conscience  of  the  country  is  truly 
affronted  at  evidences  of  appropriation 
of  Federal  money  for  State-aided  pro¬ 
grams,  in  which  State-aided  programs 
there  is  a  clear  pattern  of  segregation. 
They  are  revealed  to  the  Nation  and  laid 
.  bare  in  all  the  inequity  and  injustice 
which  they  represent. 

One  further  point.  It  seems  to  me  that 
for  years  the  Congress  has  been  avert¬ 
ing  its  eyes  from  something  which  those 
like  myself  have  been  pointing  out  time 
and  time  again,  namely,  the  grave  dan¬ 
gers  of  civil  unrest  which  are  present 
in  the  racial  situation.  We  are  contrib¬ 
uting  directly  to  that  unrest  by  perpetu¬ 
ating  this  injustice.  If  we  will  not  give 
people  who  feel  deeply  aggrieved  relief 
by  legislation — legislation  as  obvious  as 
the  kind  of  legislation  proposed,  in  which 
we  are  dealing  with  Federal  money  which 
is  being  used  for  purposes  of  perpetuat¬ 
ing  segregation — what  do  we  expect  peo¬ 
ple  who  have  been  aroused,  as  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Negro  has  been  aroused,  to  do?  Of 
course,  the  Negro  will  go  out  in  the 
streets,  as  he  is  doing  now. 

Our  timetable — and  I  repeat  an  argu¬ 
ment  I  have  made  time  and  again — on 
the  entire  civil  rights  field  of  legislation 
is  calculated  to  bring  about  civil  disor¬ 
der,  rather  than  to  avoid  it. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  New  York  for  his  careful,  thought¬ 
ful,  considerate,  and  conservative  atti¬ 
tude  on  these  subjects.  It  is  his  initia¬ 
tive  which  to  a  very  large  measure  has 
sought  and  is  now  succeeding  in  punc¬ 
turing  the  sophistical  argument  of  those 
who  say  that  amendments  of  the  type 
proposed  are  designed  in  effect  to  take 
away  from  the  Negroes  themselves  the 
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benefits  of  the  programs  with  which  we 
are  dealing.  That  argument  no  longer 
can  sound  in  commonsense,  insofar  as 
excusing  a  vote  against  this  sort  of 
amendment  is  concerned.  I  predict  that 
because  of  the  attitude  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York,  responsible  in  the  high¬ 
est  degree,  in  very  large  measure  we 
shall  attain  effective  legislation  in  civil 
rights  at  the  present  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  very  grateful  to 
the  Senator  for  his  kind  statement. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  join  my  friend,  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey,  in  paying  trib¬ 
ute  to  the  leadership  of  my  colleague 
from  New  York  in  this  area.  The  prob¬ 
lem  has  been  before  us  time  and  again. 
I  shall  continue  to  join  in  every  effort  to 
eliminate  segregation  from  every  Fed¬ 
eral  program.  It  is  unconscionable,  in 
my  judgment,  to  use  money  collected 
from  the  pockets  and  pay  envelopes  of 
every  taxpayer  in  order  to  subsidize  pro¬ 
grams  and  facilities,  the  use  of  which  is 
denied  to  some  of  our  citizens. 

One  of  these  days  the  effort  to  kill 
such  a  proposal  by  tabling  it  will  fail. 
It  has  been  a  matter  of  regret  to  me  that 
tabling  motions  have  so  consistently 
been  made,  and  that  the  efforts  to  elimi¬ 
nate  segregation  from  programs  in  which 
Federal  funds  are  used  have  to  date  been 
unsuccessful. 

I  admire  the  persistence  and  determi¬ 
nation  of  my  colleague  from  New  York. 
I  shall  certainly  support  him. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  my  colleague,  it  is  directed  to 
the  appropriation  for  the  Federal  Ex¬ 
tension  Service.  The  $2y2  million  which 
is  to  be  provided  is  for  assistance,  in  part, 
to  the  county  extension  services  in  vari¬ 
ous  States.  Is  it  the  understanding  of 
my  colleague  from  New  York  that  a  por¬ 
tion  of  these  funds  for  the  county  ex¬ 
tension  services  will  be  expended  for  en¬ 
couraging  the  work  of  the  4-H  Clubs? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  exactly  correct. 
I  invite  the  attention  of  my  colleague  to 
the  fact  that  we  are  not  talking  about 
$2  V2  million,  but  about  $70  million.  That 
appears  on  page  13  of  the  report  under 
the  heading  “Extension  Service.”  My 
colleague  referred  to  only  one  part. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  amendment  is  di¬ 
rected  to  which  figure? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  My  amendment  is  di¬ 
rected  to  all  parts  of  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  amendment 
would  appear  where? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  At  the  end  of  the  entire 
provision,  which  is  at  page  10.  The 
amendment  would  be  inserted  at  page  10, 
line  3. 

Mr.  KEATING.  It  relates  to  the  entire 
section  on  the  Extension  Service. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  exactly  correct, 
to  the  $70  million  appropriation. 

Mr.  KEATING.  There  is  an  appropri¬ 
ation  for  the  Federal  Extension  Service, 
which  is  $2  y2  million. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  funds  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Extension  Service  represent  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  aggregate  of  assistance  which 
is  to  be  rendered  under  this  heading. 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  KEATING.  I  believe  it  is  ac¬ 
curate  to  say  that  the 'aid  to  the  4-H 
Clubs  comes  under  the  $2l/2  million  ap¬ 
propriation,  under  the  Federal  Exten¬ 
sion  Service. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing,  also. 

Mr.  KEATING.  This  impresses  me  as 
being  peculiarly  an  area  with  respect  to 
which  funds  should  not  be  used  to  per¬ 
petuate  segregation;  namely,  among  our 
young  people.  We  have  all  been  visited 
by  the  4-H  Club  members.  They  are  fine 
young  people  who  are  doing  excellent 
work. 

My  experience  with  the  4-H  Clubs  has 
been  that  this  is  one  of  our  great  Ameri¬ 
can  institutions  which  is  improving  the 
moral  and  spiritual  fiber  of  our  young 
people. 

What  an  area  in  which  to  permit  the 
perpetuation  of  a  pattern  of  segregation. 
That  is  a  bad  example  to  set  for  fine 
young  people  who  are  in  their  formative 
years. 

Again  I  congratulate  my  colleague  for 
presenting  the  amendment.  It  will  have 
my  emphatic  and  enthusiastic  support. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  my  col¬ 
league.  I  point  out  that  the  4-H  Clubs 
have  a  national  conference.  At  the  na¬ 
tional  conference,  the  4-H  Clubs  from 
areas  other  than  the  South  come  with 
Negro  and  white  delegates,  whereas  from 
the  South  the  clubs  have  only  white  dele¬ 
gates.  This  is  an  impact  made  on  our 
youth,  that  in  this  area  the  South  has 
already  seceded  from  the  Union.  That 
is  the  place  from  which  there  are  only 
white  delegations. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  believe  I  have  voted 
for  all  the  amendments  of  this  nature 
the  Senator  has  offered,  when  they  have 
been  offered  with  respect  to  other  bills. 
As  I  understand  this  proposal,  if  the 
adults  of  any  State  should  violate  the 
law  in  the  manner  in  which  the  Senator 
has  indicated,  the  children  of  that  State 
would  not  be  given  the  benefits  of  the 
4-H  Clubs;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  believe  that  is  over¬ 
stating  it.  If  they  do  not  rate  Federal 
support,  they  might  still  get  it  from  their 
own  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  it  children  who  perpe¬ 
trate  these  crimes  against  various  mi¬ 
nority  groups,  or  adults? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  fault  in  that  case 
Would  not  be  the  fault  of  the  Federal 
Government;  it  would  be  the  fault  of  the 
States  which  perpetuate  segregation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Exactly. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  point  out  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator — for  whom  I  have  the  greatest  re¬ 
gard,  as  he  knows — that  this  is  exactly 
the  problem  faced  in  the  school  segrega¬ 
tion  cases.  They  close  the  schools.  Is 
that  the  fault  of  the  Court,  which  issued 
an  order  to  enforce  the  Constitution  for 
the  benefit  of  the  children?  One  might 
say  that  in  that  instance,  too,  the  chil¬ 
dren  are  suffering.  They  are  suffering 
only  because  their  elders  refuse  to  abide 
by  the  law  of  the  land. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  if  the  “old  man’’ 
commits  a  crime  we  should  “lick  the 


kids”?  Is  that  the  way  to  handle  the 
problem?  Why  not  put  the  adult  in  jail, 
instead  of  taking  it  out  on  the  children? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  could  not  subscribe  to 
that  policy.  First,  there  is  no  at¬ 
tainder  involved.  There  is  no  implica¬ 
tion  of  guilt.  That  is  why  we  do  not 
punish  a  child  for  a  crime  of  his  parent. 
But  the  “fallout”  in  this  situation,  which 
the  parent  caused,  would  bring  a  dis¬ 
advantage  to  the  child.  Unhappily  in 
our  society,  this  sometimes  occurs.  The 
greater  wrong  is  the  wrong  of  denying 
to  any  people  in  the  United  States  funda¬ 
mental  justice. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield.  ,  * 

Mr.  CASE.  It  is  seldom  that  I  disagree 
with  our  colleague  the  Senator  from 
Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  was  asking  questions. 

Mr.  CASE.  If  the  Senator  is  not  tak¬ 
ing  the  position  his  questions  would  seem 
to  indicate,  no  one  will  be  happier  than 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  And  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

Mr.  CASE.  And,  I  am  sure,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York.  I  remarked  earlier 
that  this  argument  seemed  utterly  so¬ 
phistical. 

Is  it  an  advantage  to  a  child  to  be 
allowed  to  go  to  a  segregated  institution 
of  any  sort?  Are  we  taking  anything 
away  from  a  child  when  we  take  from 
him  the  opportunity  to  go  to  a  segregated 
4-H  Club? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  A  great  many  successful 
children  have  come  from  the  northeast 
part  of  the  country.  They  have  gone  to 
school  in  areas  where  perhaps  nearly  all 
were  of  one  class  Of  people. 

I  do  not  like  to  have  a  reference  to 
“colored  people”  or  to  “this  kind  of  peo¬ 
ple”  or  to  “that  kind  of  people.”  I  think 
we  should  legislate  for  people,  and  not 
for  various  groups  of  people. 

I  would  not  say  that  the  schools  of 
New  York  and  New  Jersey  had  fallen 
down  grievously  in  educating  the  young 
folks.  The  schools  in  those  two  States 
and  California  are  supposed  to  be  among 
the  best  schools  in  the  country. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  schools  have  not 
fallen  down  in  educating  the  young- 
people.  Unfortunately,  the  process  of 
segregation  has  resulted  in  great  num¬ 
bers  of  Negro  children  being  given  less 
than  the  education  they  deserve  as 
Americans,  in  addition  to  a  feeling  which 
has  been  inculcated  in  them  of  being 
something  different,  something  of  a 
lower  order  than  other  Americans.  We 
are  speaking  of  20  million  people  in 
terms  of  population. 

The  essence  of  the  civil  rights  struggle 
is  that  we  cannot,  as  a  nation,  afford  to 
harbor  this  vast  constituency  which  has 
been  separated  from  the  others  by  the 
Nation’s  activities.  I  think  that  is  really 
what  is  at  stake,  and  that  is  really  what 
the  struggle  is  all  about. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  segregate  them 
in  my  mind.  I  do  not  like  to  hear  people 
refer  to  “our  people”  and  “Negroes,”  or 
perhaps  “Hindus”  or  “Buddhists.” 
When  we  keep  referring  to  them  as 
“colored  people”  or  as  "Negroes”  that  is 
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segregation  in  itself.  That  is  the  most 
conspicuous  type  of  segregation. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Referring  to  them  as 
such,  or  not  doing  so,  will  not  dispel 
what  is  occurring  in  numerous  cities  in 
the  country.  It  will  not  dispel  the  seg¬ 
regated  county  farm  agents,  the  segre¬ 
gated  schools,  the  segregated  stores,  or 
hotels  or  anything  else. 

The  fact  that  we  do  not  refer  to  it 
will  only  make  the  Negroes  think  they 
have  no  friends  at  all,  and  force  them 
to  take  the  law  into  their  own  hands 
if  we  do  not  help. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
county  there  is  a  Negro  principal  in  the 
high  school.  How  many  Negro  princi¬ 
pals  are  there  in  New  Jersey  or  New 
York?  There  is  one  in  my  county,  and 
he  is  an  excellent  principal  of  a  small 
high  school. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  do  not  happen  to  have 
the  figures  on  this  question,  but  I  know 
that  the  number  of  colored  teachers  in 
New  Jersey  are  increasing.  Yet  I  think 
it  would  be  undesirable  to  have  a  count, 
if  one  wants  to  use  that  word,  because 
equally  with  the  Senator  from  Vermont, 

I  think  it  should  not  be  done  on  that 
basis.  It  is  a  most  unusual  situation  to 
see  the  Senator  “steamed  up”  because  it 
might  be  interpreted  that  he  is  being 
prejudicial,  when  we  know  that  he  is  not. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  All  I  said  is  that  we 
should  stop  thinking  of  people  as  Hindus 
or  Presbyterians  or  Catholics  or  Negroes 
or  Jews  or  Yankees,  but  think  of  them  as 
people.  Then  we  will  get  somewhere. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  think  that  is  exactly  the 
way  we  do  it,  but  the  fact  that  there  are  ' 
institutions  in  this  country  which  force 
different  treatment  and  force  the  con¬ 
sciousness  of  certain  people  the  feeling 
that  they  are  ostracized  from  American 
society  is  something  we  cannot  close  our 
eyes  to.  It  does  not  happen  in  the  mind 
of  the  Senator  from  Vermont.  It  does 
not  happen  in  Vermont.  But  there  are 
places  where  it  happens,  and  we  have 
the  responsibility  to  see  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  its  resources  do 
not  contribute  to  the  further  practice  or 
extension  of  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  go  much  further 
in  supporting  adequate  civil  rights  legis¬ 
lation  to  correct  injustices  than  a  good 
many  other  Senators  would;  but  in  the 
matter  of  the  Senator’s  present  proposal, 

I  cannot  go  so  far  as  to  say  that  if  a 
farmer  is  doing  something  wrong  I  will 
lick  the  kids. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
consistently  supported  antidiscrimina¬ 
tion  amendments  with  respect  to  various 
Federal  assistance  programs.  I  have  of¬ 
fered  a  number  of  them  myself.  But  I 
should  like  to  point  out,  in  rising  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  New  York,  that  rural 
and  urban  situations  are  not  analogous 
or  comparable.  We  recognize  in  a  great 
number  of  our  regulatory  measures,  for 
example,  that  rural  or  agricultural  and 
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urban  or  industrial,  situations  are  not 
comparable  and  that  they  must  be 
treated  separate  and  apart. 

So  far  as  discrimination  in  rural  situa¬ 
tions  is  concerned,  it  is  difficult  to  deter¬ 
mine.  I  was  born  in  the  eastern  part  of 
my  State,  which  is  regarded  as  the  “Old 
South”  section  of  my  State.  As  a  boy 
I  worked  side  by  side  with  Negro  field 
hands.  I  worked  side  by  side  with  Negro 
tie  cutters.  I  slept  under  the  same  roof. 

There  are  segregated  situations,  but 
usually  they  are  incidental  and  fortui¬ 
tous,  and  not  intentional.  I  do  not  see 
how  some  administrator  could  be  given 
the  power  to  determine  whether  or  not 
there  is  actual,  premeditated  segrega¬ 
tion  in  many  rural  situations.  In  some 
instances  it  is  obvious,  and  perhaps  that 
could  be  determined;  but  there  are  many 
cases  in  which  it  is  not  obvious,  and  in 
which  one  could  not  tell  whether  it  was 
intentional,  incidental,  or  fortuitous. 

Having  said  I  am  opposed  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  I  say  that  I  will  also  oppose  the 
motion  to  table  the  amendment,  which 
motion  I  think  will  be  made,  because  a 
motion  to  table  should  be  used  very 
sparingly.  I  do  not  think  such  motions 
have  been  used  sparingly.  For  a  change, 
Senators  should  have  the  opportunity  to 
vote  on  an  issue  on  its  merits.  I  implore 
the  leadership  not  to  make  such  a  motion 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  colloquy  the 
the  Senator  has  had  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont  covers 
pretty  well  the  question  of  the  4-H  Clubs. 
I  wish  to  deal  with  something  else,  if  I 
may.  In  my  part  of  the  country  this 
important  function  of  the  Agricultural 
Extension  Service,  which  really  is  to  dis¬ 
tribute  education  and  information  to  the 
places  where  it  is  needed,  is  of  greater 
importance  to  the  Negro  farmers  than  it 
is  to  white  farmers.  For  example,  in  the 
matter  of  applying  certain  poisons  in  the 
production  of  cotton,  which  is  neces¬ 
sary — I  refer  to  certain  dusts  or  sprays 
which  are  poisonous — the  Extension 
worker,  the  county  agent,  whether  he  be 
white  or  black,  serves  people  of  both 
colors,  and  the  educational  knowledge  he 
provides  is  of  vastly  greater  impor¬ 
tance — I  say  this  for  the  Record  because 
I  know  it  to  be  true — to  the  colored  pro¬ 
ducer  of  many  commodities,  particularly 
edible  commodities.  The  course  followed 
by  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  be  to  cut  off  that  most  valuable 
schooling  in  modern  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  because  that  is  about  all  the  school¬ 
ing  that  comes  to  those  farmers  after 
they  are  grown. 

Furthermore,  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment  would  cut  off  the  funds 
through  which  the  Home  Demonstration 
Service  functions.  It  has  a  function  in 
the  schools,  and  it  brings  most  important 
education  in  connection  with  sewing, 
preserving,  cooking,  and  so  forth,  to  girl 
children  of  both  colors.  Naturally,  it 
gets  to  them  in  the  schools  where  they 
are  and  where  they  can  be  assembled. 

The  result  of  the  adoption  of  the 


amendment  would  be  to  cut  off  probably 
the  most  valuable  information  which 
goes  to  girl  children  of  the  Negro  race, 
which  reaches,  along  with  similar  infor¬ 
mation  and  education,  white  children 
who  probably  would  have  a  better  chance 
to  get  education  along  those  lines  in 
their  own  homes. 

I  do  not  believe  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  has  thought  this  matter  through.  It 
seems  to  me  he  is  hurting  not  only  the 
boys  in  the  4-H  Clubs,  whether  they  be 
white  or  black,  but  also  the  farmers  and 
farmers’  wives  who  receive  so  much  edu¬ 
cation  from  the  Agriculture  Extension 
Service  employees,  whether  they  be  white 
or  black,  and  the  girl  children  of  the 
communities  where  segregation  is  fol¬ 
lowed  as  a  necessary  conformity  to  the 
pattern  of  life  there.  I  do  not  believe 
the  Senator  means  to  accomplish  that 
sort  of  result,  but  I  call  his  attention  to 
the  fact  that  that  would  be  the  result  he 
will  accomplish.  He  would  hurt  the  very 
people  I  know  he  wants  to  help. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  New  York 
for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  my 
colleagues  for  their  views,  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  all  three  Senators,  for  whom 
I  have  high  regard,  come  to  the  same 
conclusion:  They  will  be  cut  off.  They 
will  hurt  children.  They  will  hurt 
women.  They  will  hurt  those  who  need 
help.  They  will  hurt  field  hands.  Why 
will  it  hurt  them?  Because  the  State 
administrations,  elected  by  their  peo¬ 
ple,  insist  upon  maintaining  practices 
completely  contrary  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  and  dangerous  to 
public  order  and  tranquility  in  the 
United  States.  That  is  why  it  will  cut 
them  off. 

What  does  my  amendment  provide? 
It  would  do  what  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  has  said.  It  provides  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  shall  not  be  carried  out  in  such  a 
way  as  to  segregate  or  discriminate 
against  anyone  because  of  race,  creed,  or 
color.  It  provides  that  the  program  shall 
be  colorblind. 

What  is  being  said  to  me  now?  It  is 
being  said  that  the  amendment  is  color 
conscious,  contrary  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  because  it  will  hurt 
people,  because  certain  authorities  will 
insist  on  maintaining  color  conscious¬ 
ness,  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  have  to  tell  the 
Senator  my  position  on  civil  rights.  As 
I  understand  the  law,  discrimination 
should  not  and  ought  not  to  apply  in  any 
activity  that  is  financed  by  tax  funds. 
Of  course,  the  county  agent  is  paid 
through  tax  funds,  part  Federal,  part 
local,  and  part  State.  However,  is  a 
4-H  Club  tax  supported? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  4-H  Club  gets  cer¬ 
tain  benefits  from  the  taxpayers’  money. 
I  did  not  base  my  amendment  upon  that 
score.  I  only  said  that  that  is  the  sys¬ 
tem.  The  Federal  extension  system  is 
based,  on  the  one  hand,  on  the  land- 
grant  college,  which  has  the  separate- 
but-equal  provision,  which  is  completely 


archaic  and  unlawful,  arid  on  the  other 
hand  on  the  tremendous  constituency  of 
the  4-H  Club,  which  reflects  the  pat¬ 
tern  of  segregation  that  is  found  in  the 
administration  of  the  program. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Does  the  Senator’s 
amendment  go  to  the  4-H  Clubs? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  No;  it  does  not.  The 
only  thing  my  amendment  goes  to  is  the 
utilization  which  is  made  in  the  paying 
of  salaries  or  the  furnishing  of  materials 
with  respect  to  the  use  of  public  money. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  means 
with  respect  to  4-H  Clubs? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  If  the  4-H  Club  has  a 
secretary  who  is  getting  his  salary  par¬ 
tially  paid  by  Federal  funds,  and  the 
secretary  is  engaged  in  an  activity  which 
is  segregated,  then  the  result  of  my 
amendment  would  be  to  deprive  the  club 
of  that  secretary,  if  they  insisted  on  pro¬ 
ceeding  in  that  way.  That  is  the  prac¬ 
tical  effect  of  the  amendment.  It  would 
not  put  the  club  out  of  business. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  in  every  case  where  there  is  discrimi¬ 
nation  in  an  organization  which  is  sup¬ 
ported  in  whole  or  in  part  with  tax  funds. 
Is  a  4-H  Club  supported  by  tax  funds? 
I  do  not  believe  so. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  am  asking  these  ques¬ 
tions  to  get  the  Senator’s  reaction.  If 
we  were  to  say  to  the  county  agent  that 
he  cannot  give  his  assistance  to  a  4-H 
Club  because  it  may  be  segregated,  why 
could  we  not  extend  it  and  say  that  he 
could  not  give  it  to  a  group  of  farmers 
because  they  might  meet  in  segregated 
groups?  The  4-H  Club  is  a  private 
group. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  My  amendment  would 
not  reach  the  4-H  Club  and  put  it  out 
of  business.  However,  if  the  county  were 
running  its  services  so  that  only  a  white 
agent  would  serve  white  farmers  or  a 
white  4-H  Club,  it  could  not  use  Federal 
funds  to  pay  that  particular  agent  unless 
it  adopted  a  nonsegregated  policy  as  to 
its.  agents.  I  have  no  desire  or  intention 
of  reaching  the  club,  which  is  a  private 
agency.  I  could  not  if  I  wanted  to,  and 
I  do  not  want  to.  My  intention  is  only 
to  reach  the  way  in  which  a  State  runs 
the  services  which  are  paid  for  by  State 
and  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Would  the  practical 
effect  of  the  amendment  be  to  deny  any 
assistance  to  a  private  group  because  it 
happened  to  be  segregated? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  would  deny  the  use 
of  a  secretary  or  a  county  agent  as  part 
of  a  segregated  system  in  the  naming  or 
operation  of  county  agents.  My  amend¬ 
ment  cannot  reach  a  private  club  func¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  COOPER.  In  other  words,  they 
cannot  have  segregation  in  the  payment 
of  county  agents. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Yes,  if  that  is  what  the 
Federal  tax  money  is  used  for. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  have  to  tell 
the  Senator  my  position  on  civil  rights. 
I  can  see  some  cases  where  we  can  get 
perilously  close  or  beyond  what  the  law 
is  and  what  the  situation  is;  and  when 
we  begin  to  reach  into  private  associa¬ 
tions,  I  really  believe  that  there  is  some 
danger  in  pushing  the  case  too  far  by  the 
Senator. 
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Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  not  pushing  the 
case  one  bit  further  than  the  case  has 
already  been  made.  The  amendment 
would  apply  to  whatever  the  4-H  Club 
got  out  of  the  segregated  system.  It 
would  not  affect  the  club  except  as  the 
club  might  have  a  particular  secretary  or 
county  agent  serving  it  because  the  State 
would  not  reform  its  system,  but  I  can¬ 
not  see  how  that  would  affect  in  any  way 
the  capability  of  the  club  to  carry  out  its 
private  club  function.  There  is  nothing 
we  could  do  to  affect  it.  That  should  not 
be  covered  by  requiring  us  to  give  serv¬ 
ices  with  taxpayers’  money  in  carrying 
through  a  segregated  system  of  services. 
That  is  a  very  clear  line  of  distinction. 
I  do  not  want  it  to  go  out  of  business. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Is  it  true  that  the  sepa¬ 
rate  but  equal  clauses  in  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  programs  in  the  legislation  that  sets 
up  the  programs  was  voided  by  a  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Brown  against 
Board  of  Education  of  Topeka,  Kans.? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  case  of  Brown 
against  Board  of  Education  dealt  with 
desegregation  in  public  schools.  The 
Supreme  Court  has  handed  down  a  whole 
line  of  decisions  in  respect  to  any  public 
activity  or  activity  which  is  publicly  af¬ 
fected,  ranging  from  a  lunch  counter  in  a 
city-owned  parking  garage  to  railroad 
terminal  restaurant  to  a  municipal  swim¬ 
ming  pool  to  a  public  beach.  Therefore 
one  cannot  pin  this  entirely  on  Brown 
against  Board  of  Education,  but  rather 
on  a  whole  pattern  of  Federal  decisions. 

Mr.  TOWER.  But  those  are  the  prec¬ 
edents? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Yes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  separate-but-equal 
clause  in  the  Land-Grant  College  Act 
would  be  void,  or  is  not  now  the  law.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  believe  it  is  complete¬ 
ly  unconstitutional.  Certainly  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government's  policy  should  be 
against  it. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Has  it  been  tested  in 
the  courts? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  In  terms  of  the  Hill- 
Burton  Act,  for  example,  there  are  a 
number  of  court  cases.  It  has  been  tested 
in  the  courts.  I  am  drawing  on  my 
memory  now,  and  there  are  many  Sena¬ 
tors  who  can  correct  me  if  I  am  in  error. 
In  the  Brown  case  the  Supreme  Court 
expressly  stated  that  it  rejected  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  Plessy  against  Ferguson,  the 
separate-but-equal  doctrine,  and  that  it 
was  no  longer  the  law  of  the  land.  That 
settles  that  question,  it  seems  to  me. 

Mr.  TOWER.  This  provision  could  be 
voided  by  appropriate  litigation.  A  Fed¬ 
eral  statute  is  not  required  to  do  it,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  precedents  laid  down  by 
the  Supreme  Court  in  pursuance  of 
Brown  against  Board  of  Education. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  could  be  overturned 
by  litigation.  The  fact  is  that  we  are 
paying  out  Federal  money  to  support  a 
practice  which  has  been  condemned  by 
the  courts  as  unconstitutional.  That  is 
where  we  must  say  “stop.” 

Mr.  TOWER.  But  there  is  still  re¬ 
course  to  the  courts. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  There  is  no  recourse  to 
the  courts  with  respect  to  the  appropri- 


I 

ation  of  money.  The  appropriation  of 
money  cannot  be  invalidated.  Perhaps: 
the  system  could  be  if  it  were  possible 
to  find  a  suitable  party  to  sue.  The; 
money  is  still  being  appropriated.  The' 
two  Departments,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  HEW,  apparently  be-'j 

lieve  they  are  required  to  pay  out  thej  to  call  upon  President  Ke 
money,  whatever  the  State  of  the  law. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  point  I  am  mak- 1 
ing  is  that  by  appropriate  litigation  re  -  § 
lief  could  be  achieved.  There  could  bef 
desegregation  or  the  removal  of  discrim-  ; 
ination  in  these  programs,  because  prec- 
edents  have  been  set, 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Theoretically,  that  is^  _ _ _  „  „„ 

true,  if  a  party  could  be  found  who  could  f  trade  with 
be  a  proper  litigant.  I  would  have  to !  and  to 


examine  the  law  to  ascertain  whether :  gram  of 
in  this  instance  that  could  be  done.  In !  Cuba, 
many  cases,  the  courts  will  not  neces- ! 
sarily  consider  a  taxpayer  or  a  benefi-  j 
ciary  as  a  proper  litigant  to  sue.  But* 
apart  from  that,  we  are  dealing  with } 
thousands  of  counties.  Thousands  of  in¬ 
dividual  suits  would  be  required.  But  in 
this  act  we  are  passing  out  the  money. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Does  it  not  occur  to 
the  Senator  that  if  there  had  been  con¬ 
siderable  discriminatory  abuse,  an  in¬ 
jured  party  could  be  found  who  would 
become  a  plaintiff  in  such  a  suit? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  exactly  what 
has  happened  in  the  school  cases;  yet 
the  President  has  found  it  necessary  to 
recommend  that  power  be  placed  in  the 
Attorney  General  to  sue,  because  of  the 
multiplicity  and  expense  of  such  suits. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  I  have  explained 
my  proposal  adequately.  I  understand 
there  will  be  a  motion  to  table.  If 
enough  Senators  are  in  the  Chamber,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion 
to  table. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  yield  to  Senators  who  wish  to 
speak  before  the  motion  to  table  is  made, 
since  the  motion,  when  made,  would  pre¬ 
vent  further  debate.  Perhaps  the  move¬ 
ment  would  withhold  his  motion  until 
other  Senators  who  desire  to  speak  have 
spoken. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  certain  that  the  motion  to  table 
has  been  made.  I  hope  it  will  not  be 
made  from  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  seek  the  floor  in  my 
own  right.  I  think  I  have  a  right  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Of  course. 


chain  reactions  occurring  in  this  couus 
try  as  a  result  of  meetings  being  held/all 
over  town,  even  as  I  speak,  to  provide  a 
new  policy  of  trade  written  by  admin¬ 
istrative  interpretation  instead  of  by 
Act  of  Congress. 

Therefore,  I  take  the  floor  yt  this  time 

to  issue 

a  call  for  an  early  conference,  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  of  all  the  countries  of  the  free 
world  which  are  engaged  in  major  ex¬ 
portation  of  either  Agricultural  or  in¬ 
dustrial  materials.  A.  suggest  that  such 
a  free-world  “tra^e-aid”  conference  be 
held  for  the  pui^cse  of  trying  to  formu¬ 
late  a  workable,  consistent  pattern  of 
ommunist-bloc  countries, 
ine  the  impact  that  a  pro- 


RECOMMENDATION  FOR  FREE 
WORLD  “TRADE-AID”  CONFER¬ 
ENCE  ON  DEALING  WITH  RED 
BLOC 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  speak  briefly  and  bluntly  about  a  prob¬ 
lem  which  is  rapidly  reaching  a  climax 
in  America.  It  is  the  question  whether 
we  are  to  make  a  substantial  change  in 
our  entire  program  of  “trade-aid,”  so  far 
as  the  cold  war  is  concerned.  This  prob¬ 
lem  was  precipitated  by  the  sale  of  wheat 
by  Canada  to  Russia  and  the  consequent 


xpanded  trade  with  Russia, 
China,  and  other  Communist 
counties  would  have  upon  the  mutual 
nee  and  foreign  aid  programs  to 
whiidi  the  United  States  is  today  by  far 
most  significant  and  sizable  contrib- 
or. 

In  my  opinion,  such  a  conference 
should  be  called  to  arrive  at  a  consistent, 
effective,  and  defensible  program  of 
common  action  in  the  areas  of  both 
trade  and  aid,  since  there  is  an  obvious 
and  realistic  relationship  between  the 
two  programs.  Out  of  such  a  conference 
should  come  a  better  understanding  of 
the  position  of  each  of  the  free  nations 
where  agricultural  and  industrial  ad¬ 
vancements  are  such  that  they  have  the 
capacity  for  substantial  exports.  Out  of 
a  conference  should  also  come  recom¬ 
mendations  for  congressional  action  and 
approval  if  any  major  changes  are  in¬ 
volved  in  such  recommendations. 

As  have  many  others,  I  have  been 
greatly  disturbed  by  the  implications 
growing  out  of  the  recent  large-scale 
sales  of  Canadian  wheat  to  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  satellites,  and  the  fact  that 
a  substantial  shipment  of  this  wheat  is 
being  paid  for  by  the  Communist  gov¬ 
ernment  of  Russia,  but  is  being  shipped 
to  Castro’s  Communist  outpost  in  Cuba. 
A  great  many  persons  have  logically 
asked,  on  the  Senate  floor  and  else¬ 
where:  “What  implication  does  this  have 
for  our  American  agricultui-al  programs 
and  our  laudable  national  policy  of  re¬ 
fusing  to  permit  such  shipments  to  the 
ommunist  countries  of  Russia,  Cuba, 
China?” 

me  have  suggested  that  the  only  re¬ 
course  left  to  the  United  States  is  to 
abancSm  its  policy  of  self-imposed  re¬ 
strictions  against  strategic  exports  to 
Commumrt  bloc  countries  and  to  enter 
into  an  exrited  rivalry  with  other  free 
countries  trymg  to  sell  as  much  wheat, 
grain,  and  ot^er  supplies  to  the  Com¬ 
munists  as  theVwill  pay  for  in  cash  or 
with  reasonab!e\term  credits.  Some 
have  implied  that  nhe  Communists  have 
so  materially  changed  their  creeds,  their 
colors,  and  their  cmNUenges  that  it  is 
now  perfectly  safe  to  Nrtilize  American 
exports  to  build  up  the  strength  and  the 
economy  of  a  pagan  creea^dedicated  to 
the  destruction  of  freedom  akd  our  ways 
of  life.  Others  have  suggested  we  sell 
whatever  we  have  in  surplus  to  apy  alien 
government  which  can  purchase  our  sup¬ 
plies  with  cash,  credit,  or  barter,  ex¬ 
change  and  as  a  collateral  action  aE 
don  our  foreign-aid  program,  which 
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cost  this  country  more  than  $100 
in  its  effort  to  strengthen  the 
comparable  position  of  the  free  world 
versusthe  Communist  countries.  Speak¬ 
ing  for  xnyself,  I  emphatically  dissent 
from  these  alternatives  and  propose 
what  I  believe  is  a  more  logical  and  con¬ 
structive  procedure  involving  the  con¬ 
ference  I  have  recommended  and  a  close, 
new  iook  at  the\whole  world  picture  of 
trade,  aid,  and  cdl^l  war  differences  and 
techniques;  this,  ih  my  opinion  should 
be  tried  before  sucli\changes  are  made 
in  our  trade  policies.  \ 

Obviously  the  United.  States,  alone, 
cannot  conduct  an  effective  blockade  of 
the  Comunist  world  nor  provide  an  effec¬ 
tive  restraint  of  trade  to  prevent  the 
Communist  bloc’s  capacity  t\  grow  in 
strength  and  to  intensify  its  attack  upon 
free  world  concepts  and  territory \  Like¬ 
wise,  we  gain  very  little  from  attempts  to 
restrict  our  own  exports  to  such  Commu¬ 
nist  countries  as  Russia,  Cuba,  and  Chiha 
if  our  associates  in  the  free  world  insis^ 
on  selling  all  they  can  for  either  cash  or ' 
credit.  Finally,  it  should  be  apparent 
that  the  threat  of  Communist  war  or 
Communist  encroachment  is  not  directed 
against  the  United  States  and  the  West¬ 
ern  Hemisphere  alone.  Thus  an  inter¬ 
national  conference  on  the  cold  war 
aspects  of  both  trade  and  aid  would  dis¬ 
close  for  all  free  men  to  see  the  funda¬ 
mental  concepts  of  our  free  world  asso¬ 
ciates  in  these  closely  related  matters. 

Should  the  United  States  be  unable  to 
induce  other  important  free  world  ex¬ 
porters — or  perhaps  the  great  majority 
of  them — to  adopt  our  highly  commend¬ 
able  self-imposed  restrictions  against 
trade  with  the  Communist  bloc  or  agree¬ 
ment  upon  a  common  set  of  trade  stand¬ 
ards  to  be  applicable  to  all,  a  conference 
of  this  type  would  at  worst  make  clear 
the  futility  of  the  United  States,  alone, 
trying  to  overcome,  by  its  restrictions,  the 
impact  of  the  expanding  and  continuing 
trade  by  which  others  are  strengthen¬ 
ing  the  warmaking  and  the  propaganda 
capacities  of  the  Communists. 

Clearly,  if  on  the  one  hand  we  follow 
a  policy  of  selling  or  trading  to  Commu¬ 
nist  countries  the  supplies  they  most 
badly  need  to  maintain  their  capacity  to 
threaten,  intimidate,  browbeat,  or  bribe 
the  undeveloped  countries  and  all  othe 
free  and  neutral  nations  and  on  alternate 
days  each  week  maintain  our  progranr of 
extending  economic  and  military  aid  to 
these  same  areas  so  they  can /better 
maintain  their  defenses  and  than-  free¬ 
doms  against  Communist  th/eats,  we 
will  be  following  a  policy  whym  can  lead 
only  to  national  bankruptcy  and  to 
failure  in  our  efforts  to  slyfre  up  the  free 
world  against  Communist  gains. 

Our  program  of  fore^n  aid  is  premised 
on  the  hope  and  expectation  that  by 
strengthening  the  economies  of  free  na¬ 
tions,  of  the  undeveloped  areas,  of 
friendly  countries,  and  of  neutral  gov¬ 
ernments,  we  yean  encourage  and  help 
them  to  withstand  Communist  blandish¬ 
ments  or  b/fbery,  as  well  as  their  mili¬ 
tary  and  Ac onomic  brawn.  We  hope  to 
maintanr  their  comparable  status 
against  communism,  so  that  they  can 
slowly  but  surely  develop  their  own  re¬ 
sources  for  resistance  and  development. 
I£/we  are  now  to  engage  upon  a  collat- 
ral  program  of  trading  with  the  Com¬ 


munist  enemies  of  these  free,  friendly, 
neutral  or  undeveloped  countries,  so 
that  we  steadily  expand  the  strength 
of  the  Communist  threat,  equip  its  econ¬ 
omy  for  more  vigorous  attacks  upon  these 
areas,  and  free  it  from  the  failure  which 
its  own  system  of  government  creates, 
we  shall  be  serving  to  perpetuate  and 
magnify  ad  infinitum  the  Communist 
threat  to  the  free  world. 

From  this,  it  would  follow  that  we 
would  either  have  to  desert  the  free 
world  entirely,  and  leave  it  to  shift  for 
itself  without  our  economic  and  military 
support,  or  so  greatly  expand  our  own 
program  of  economic  and  military  aid  to 
friendly-  foreign  countries  that  the  im¬ 
pact  of  such  a  program  on  our  national 
budget  would  be  devastating  and  totally 
destructive  to  our  own  economy. 

Thus,  both  the  United  States  and  the 
rest  of  the  free  world  cannot  “have  it 
both  ways”  at  once.  Either  we  should 
decide  together  on  an  effective  program 
for  keeping  the  Communist  menace  in 
\check,  or  we  should  revise  entirely  our 
incepts  of  foreign  aid  and  mutual  as¬ 
sistance. 

terefore,  I  urge  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  call  promptly  this  Iny 
ternatfqnal  Free  World  Trade  and  Ay 
Conference  before  the  Senate  is  called 
upon  to  a$i  upon  this  year’s  foreigja  aid 
bill.  We  should  know  what  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  we  propoSe  to  implement,  before  be¬ 
ing  called  upo\  to  appropriate,more  bil¬ 
lions  for  programs  which  /night  run 
head  on  into  confiict  with  A  free  world 
program  of  economic  any  military  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  Communist  bloc  thi'ough 
trade  negotiations,  ca^p  or  credit  sales, 
or  outright  barter. 

Our  Government /ias  fair  many  years, 
and  Congress  has/by  repeated  actions, 
frowned  upon  adopting  a  policy  of  ex¬ 
panded  or  unrestricted  trade Nrith  Rus¬ 
sia.  Ever  si rAe  the  adoption  oKthe  Ex¬ 
port  Control  Act  of  1949  and  theSBattle 
Act  of  1931,  Congress  has  consistently 
opposed ypening  the  channels  of  ounex- 
ports  A 6  the  Communist  bloc.  That 
prohibition  was  reiterated  in  the  pasV 
sagomf  Public  Law  480,  our  surplus  food' 
di/posal  act,  and  in  other  legislative  ac- 
ron,  as  well  as  by  frequent  riders,  on 
'appropriations  bills,  dealing  with  our 
program  of  foreign  aid. 

Yesterday,  I  attended  a  meeting  of  the 
members  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  and  the  members 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry.  Representatives  of 
the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  State  were  also  present.  A  re¬ 
sumption  of  this  meeting  has  been  sched¬ 
uled  for  the  coming  Tuesday  afternoon 
at  which  we  are  told  we  shall  enjoy  the 
presence  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
Mr.  Hodges,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Mr.  Freeman. 

At  the  meeting,  I  said  that  if  it  was 
going  to  be  a  meeting  on  high  policy, 
involving  the  whole  economic  structure 
of  the  world  and  every  ramification  of 
the  cold  war,  and  if  at  the  meeting  we 
were  going  to  decide  upon  new  economic 
policies  and  methods  of  trading,  cer¬ 
tainly  the  very  least  we  would  do  would 
be  to  have  present  the  Secretary  of  State, 
Mr.  Rusk,  who,  I  hope,  will  be  there  on 
Tuesday  afternoon,  for  I  hope  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  has  not  turned  over  to 


the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and 
Commerce  the  writing  of  the  basic  for¬ 
eign  policy  of  America. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  Presider 
will  the  Senator  from  South  DaHbta 
yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  am  glad  to  yieldT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  far  raising 
the  question  of  this  wheat  ‘xieal”  with 
the  Soviet  Union.  Certainly  it  is  a 
fundamental  and  very  injportant  ques¬ 
tion. 

How  can  we  tell  wither  such  sales 
will  strengthen  the  band  of  the  Soviet 
Union,  unless  we  have  the  benefit  of  the 
judgment  of  the  Sftate  Department  and 
unless  we  have  / careful  analysis  of  the 
economic  effects  and  the  military  effects 
of  so  enormous  an  amount  of  wheat — 
$400  millima  worth  from  this  country, 
and  $500ynillion  worth  from  Canada — 
on  the  Soviet  economy.  It  may  be — I 
would  Aot  think  it  could  be — but  it  may 
be  that  this  is  a  sensible  arrangement; 
buLfi  we  are  to  make  such  a  decision,  we 
sljould  have  the  facts  presented  in  ex- 
;tly  the  way  the  Senator  from  South 
lakota  is  requesting. 

So  I  believe  we  should  require  the 
State  Department  officials  to  explain 
how,  in  their  judgment,  that  will  affect 
the  economic  position  of  the  Soviet  Un¬ 
ion,  and  its  political  position  in  rela¬ 
tionship  to  its  satellites,  because  I  under¬ 
stand  that  most  of  the  wheat  will  be 
exported  to  the  satellite  countries  of 
Eastern  Europe.  We  must  have  this  in¬ 
formation  if  we  are  to  make  a  decision 
in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  certainly  appreciate 
the  comments  of  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin.  He  is  correct.  I  point  out  that 
while  most  of  the  debate  on  yesterday 
related  to  wheat,  the  cat  is  really  crawl¬ 
ing  a  lot  farther  out  of  the  bag,  for  in 
addition  to  the  proposals  to  sell  wheat, 
now  we  hear  proposals  to  sell  corn,  soy¬ 
bean  oil,  and  fats  and  hides.  And  then, 
of  course,  the  commercial  sector  of  the 
economy  will  be  thinking  in  terms  of 
sales  of  machine  tools,  and  the  petroleum 
industry  will  be  thinking  in  terms  of  the 
le  of  oil. 

to  Senator  believes  for  1  minute  that 
if  tire  avenues  of  trade  are  opened  up  to 
unrestricted  sales  of  the  farm  products 
of  Ameidca  to  Communist  countries,  the 
industrial  sector  of  our  economy  will  be 
content  to\continue  to  accept  the  em¬ 
bargo  on  exports  of  its  products  to  Com¬ 
munist  countries. 

Recently  weVitnessed  a  salutary  act 
by  representative!  of  the  German  Bun¬ 
destag.  They — representing  the  citizens 
of  Germany — voted  against  the  export  of 
oil  pipe  to  Communist'Russia.  Be  it  said 
to  their  credit,  they  fa^ed  the  facts  of 
the  cold  war. 

Unhappily,  our  British  N^ousins,  who 
sensed  a  chance  to  “make  a  quick  buck” 
in  this  sort  of  trade,  then  picked  up  the 
contract  the  Germans  rejected,  and 
shipped  the  oil  pipe  to  the  Communists. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  not  takfct the 
floor  at  this  late  hour  and  insist  on  mak¬ 
ing  my  presentation  now,  except  for  tr 
fact  that  this  meeting  will  be  called  nexl 
Tuesday  afternoon;  and  the  indications 
to  us  are  that  by  means  of  some  sort  of 
judicial  or  legislative  manipulation  cr 
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legerdemain,  the  bureaucrats  hope  to 
find  a  legal  way  to  do  this  without  ob- 
siaining  congressional  sanction  and  ap¬ 
proval. 

in  all  sincerity,  I  submit  to  the  Senate 
tha\at  this  time  of  crisis,  the  ramifica- 
tionsNnd  repercussions  of  the  decision 
to  be  made  on  the  whole  concept  of  the 
cold  warSand  the  whole  concept  of  trad¬ 
ing  with  tne  Reds  will  be  far  more  serious 
in  terms  of  Nrorld  peace  than  the  Senate 
vote  this  weeliSon  the  test  ban  treaty.  We 
must  think  this  question  through.  We 
must  consider  it\n  its  context.  We  can¬ 
not  expect  the  taxpayers  to  continue  to 
pay  more  and  moreSand  more  and  more 
for  a  multi-billion-dcNar  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  to  protect  countries  against  the 
Red  threat  if  we  proceed,  by  means  of 
our  trade  policies,  to  help,  it  to  become 
larger,  stronger,  and  more  dangerous. 

As  the  Senator  from  Wisctonsin  [Mr. 
Proxmire]  has  properly  stated\we  must 
have  some  consistency.  Yesterday,  at 
the  conference  in  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  I  was  somewhat  appalled  by 
the  tenor  of  the  presentation  madeSby 
those  representing  the  executive  agent 
cies.  They  appeared  to  be  seeking  evi^ 
dence  and  congressional  support  to  en¬ 
able  them  to  determine  that,  under  ex¬ 
isting  legislation,  it  would  be  legally  pos¬ 
sible  to  open  the  channels  of  this  trade, 
even  when  it  relates  to  subsidized  farm 
products — with  the  result  that  the  tax¬ 
payer  would,  in  fact,  be  paying  a  part 
of  his  taxes  to  permit  Russia  to  buy  our 
grains  at  reduced  competitive  world 
prices.  I  suggested  there,  and  I  repeat 
here,  that  if  it  is  deemed  prudent  and 
proper  to  make  this  substantial  change 
in  our  foreign  policy,  this  change  should 
be  made  and  approved  by  Congress,  not 
by  lesser  officials  of  this  administration, 
or  under  the  guise  of  a  legal  interpreta¬ 
tion  written  by  some  nonelected  lawyer 
in  a  Government  office. 

We  must  consider  the  effect  on  the 
foreign  aid  program — which  perhaps 
should  be  brought  entirely  to  an  end — 
if  we  are  going  to  proceed,  in  a  dizzy 
circle,  not  to  give  real  aid  to  our  friends, 
but  to  fatten  the  hand  that  threatens 
them.  j 

What  kind  of  international  idiocy  aye 
we  considering?  I  make  a  plea  for  con¬ 
sistency,  leadership,  and  logic  in  /these 
arrangements.  / 

The  Secretary  of  State,  if  he  i»4,  party 
to  this  movement,  should  be  at  fine  meet¬ 
ing  on  Tuesday  in  Washington  in  the 
office  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee.  If  a  change  of  the  importance 
which  I  described  is  contemplated,  it 
should  come  to  us  in  ar  legislative  form 
for  approval  or  rejection.  Before  a  deci¬ 
sion  is  made  the  Lreedom-loving  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world/which  are  in  the  ex¬ 
port  business  should  be  called  together 
to  see  whetheyuhe  entire  problem  can¬ 
not  be  rethought  and  rewritten,  because 
of  the  grojOng  trade  of  Canada,  Eng¬ 
land,  and  ivther  countries  with  Red  Rus¬ 
sia,  in  /order  to  make  the  program 
consishmt.  The  far-flung  ramifications 
of  tlyn^roposed  changes  in  our  American 
foreign  policy  vis-a-vis  the  Communist 
coBntries  are  of  such  importance  that  I 
srabmit  that  the  elected  representatives 
'of  the  people  speaking  in  Congress 
should  be  heard,  and  decisions  should  be 
made  at  the  executive  level.  They 


should  not  be  made  by  some  lawyer  in 
a  swivel  chair  saying,  “I  have  found  a 
legal  loophole  to  indicate  Congress  did 
not  mean  what  it  said  in  bill  after  bill 
and  rider  after  rider  on  appropriations 
bills.  It  is  in  a  preamble.  It  is  in  an 
amendment.  They  do  not  mean  what 
they  say.” 

Let  us  find  out.  Congress  is  here.  It 
can  act  expeditiously.  We  deserve  to 
be  consulted. 

Mr.  President,  before  capitulating  to 
the  inconsistent  and  unworkable  poli¬ 
cies  adopted  by  nations  now  seeking  to 
enjoy  both  the  economic  advantages  of 
an  expanding  trade  with  Russia  and  at 
the  same  time  the  protective  armament 
of  our  American  economic  and  military 
programs  extended  to  some  100  coun¬ 
tries  scattered  throughout  the  world,  we 
should  try  something  better.  We  owe 
that  much  at  least  to  those  who  hold  out 
such  high  hopes — President  Kennedy, 
President  Eisenhower,  President  Tru¬ 
man,  Secretaries  of  State,  Members  of 
Congress —  that  the  $100  billion  that 
we  have  already  expended  in  those  pro-v 
grams  could  buy  something  better  than 
surrender  to  the  concepts  of  countries 
Sblinded  by  “cash  register  consciences,” 
whose  desire  for  profit  prompts  them  to 
promote  trade  programs  destructive  to 
theNvorld’s  freedom  which  our  imselfish- 
ness  has  built.  / 

The  etecision  is  not  one  that  should  be 
made  atSany  level  of  the/fexecutive  de- 
partmentsSfrom  the  President  on  down, 
because  it  involves  tho^ safety,  security, 
and  survival  of  the  free  world.  If  we  go 
into  this  wholesale/trade  all  across  the 
board,  we  shall  nullify  in  advance  every 
conceivable  contribution  that  our  for¬ 
eign,  militaryVanck  economic  aid  pro¬ 
grams  can  provide,  Because  we  will  in¬ 
crease  the  Strength  toSintimidate  those 
we  are  trvmg  to  help.  \ 

Speaking  for  myself,  l\do  not  think 
that  such  significant  and  \ar-reaching 
changes  should  be  made  untnsdhe  Presi¬ 
dent  or  his  appointed  representatives 
have  met  in  a  global  conference  \ith  the 
other  free  countries  of  the  world  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  exportation  of  agricultural 
and  industrial  goods  in  an  effort  to  Re¬ 
vise  a  program  which  is  consistent  and 
effective,  and  would  not  kill  itself  ofr 
because  it  is  moving  .in  both  directions 
at  the  same  time. 

I  quite  agree  with  those  who  have  said 
that  the  United  States  alone  cannot  un¬ 
dertake  or  underwrite  a  program  of  eco¬ 
nomic  isolationism  of  Communism.  Of 
course  not.  If  we  are  the  only  country 
that  will  maintain  restrictions  and  im¬ 
positions,  of  course,  we  should  consider 
a  change  of  our  trade  policy.  But  in 
changing  it  let  us  also  consider  its  impact 
upon  our  foreign  aid  policy.  If  we  sur¬ 
render  on  the  one  front,  we  had  better 
find  a  new  foreign  policy,  because  we 
cannot  manufacture  enough  dollars  in 
America  to  make  the  free  world  strong 
enough  to  protect  itself  against  the  Com¬ 
munist  bloc  that  we  continue  to  feed  and 
support  for  greedy  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  I  close  where  I  began. 
I  do  not  know  what  kind  of  trade  pro¬ 
gram  we  should  have  for  American 
wheat,  but  I  know  that  we  cannot  con¬ 
sider  it  as  an  isolated  factor.  It  is  re¬ 
lated  to  what  we  will  do  with  all  the 
other  products  of  the  American  farms 


and  the  other  products  of  American  fa^ 
tories.  It  is  related  to  the  foreign  a! id 
program,  to  our  overall  concept  of '  the 
cold  war,  and  our  American  attitude  to¬ 
ward  communism.  There  may  be  some 
who  think  that  communism  has'c hanged 
so  much  that  we  should  embrace  the 
Communists  as  cousins  and' treat  them 
as  though  they  were  Canadians  or  Mex¬ 
icans.  If  so,  I  part  company  with  those 
who  have  arrived  at  > hat  enthusiastic 
conclusion;  and  I  pray  and  hope  that 
our  American  leadership  and  our  Amer¬ 
ican  prestige  will  he  such  that  at  the  type 
of  international  conference  which  I  have 
proposed  that  the  President  should  call, 
a  better,  mora^onsistent,  more  construc¬ 
tive  and  effective  approach  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  tlu?  cold  war  can  be  conceivably 
arrived  a/  than  what  we  are  considering 
to  do  by  patchwork  changes  in  the  pro- 
grarm^Jy  executive  action  right  now.  If 
we  can  do  no  better  than  that,  the  future 
fonrWorld  peace  and  human  freedom  is 
f/x  from  bright,  and  we  shall  secure  few 
(dividends  from  the  happy  hopes  of  Sen¬ 
ators  who  voted  for  the  test  ban  treaty 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  this  week. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  move  to  lay  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  JavitsI  on 
the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  ByrdI, 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon], 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
TMr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Metcalf],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  (Mr. 
Morse],  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Moss],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs. 
Neuberger],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  and  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Walters!  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle]  is  absent  because 
of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  I  Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  and  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle],  If  pres- 
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ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Cannon]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Mansfield]  is  paired  with  the- 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Montana  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Walters]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Beall],  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton],  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  and  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson],  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Dominick],  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis],  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  and  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  are  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis],  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  and  the  Senator  from  Col¬ 
orado  [Mr.  Dominick]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Beall]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  46, 
nays  22,  as  follows: 

[No.  176  Leg.] 

YEAS — 46 


Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Hill 

Pell 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Prouty 

Bayh 

Humphrey 

Robertson 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Russell 

Burdick 

Johnston 

Saltonstall 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smathers 

Church 

Kennedy 

Sparkman 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Long,  La. 

Symington 

Edmondson 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Monroney 

Hayden 

Mundt 

NAYS — 22 

Boggs 

Keating 

Riblcoff 

Case 

Lausche 

Scott 

Cooper 

McIntyre 

Smith 

Dirksen 

Mechem 

Tower 

Douglas 

Nelson 

Williams,  N.J. 

Goldwater 

Pearson 

Young,  Ohio 

Javits 

Proxmire 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Randolph 

NOT  VOTING— 32 


Allott 

Engle 

Metcalf 

Beall 

Fong 

Miller 

Bennett 

Gruening 

Morse 

Bible 

Hart 

Morton 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hartke 

Moss 

Cannon 

Hruska 

Neuberger 

Carlson 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Cotton 

Kuchel 

Simpson 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Walters 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Dominick 

McGee 

So  Mr.  Humphrey’s  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table  Mr.  Javits’  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  table  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
MONDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  inquiry  of  the  acting  majority 
leader  with  respect  to  the  time  of  con¬ 
vening  on  Monday  and  what  the  order 
of  business  will  be. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  12  noon  Mon¬ 
day  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  196.4,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
light  of  earlier  discussion,  I  now  ask  that 
the  clerk  read  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Senate  the  proposed  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement.  I  may  add  that  this 
matter  has  been  discussed  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt], 
the  minority  leader,  and  other  Senators 
who  expressed  interest  in  the  bill.  So 
if  the  clerk  will  read  the  proposed  agree¬ 
ment,  it  will  be  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  May  the 
Chair  inquire  as  to  whether  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  asks  that  the  quorum 
call  be  waived? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  waive  the  quorum  call. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  proposed  unanimous-consent 
agreement  will  be  read  by  the  clerk. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  Tliat,  effective  on  Monday,  Sep¬ 
tember  30,  1963,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.R.  6754,  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  1964,  debate  on  the 
Mundt  amendment  (No.  197)  shall  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  3  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  Mr.  Mundt  and  the  majority 
leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  in  favor  of  such  amendment, 
the  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall  be  con¬ 


September  26 

trolled  by  the  minority  leader  or  some  Sena¬ 
tor  designated  by  him:  Provided  further, 
That  no  amendment  that  is  not  germane  to 
the  provisions  of  the  said  amendment  shall 
be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  at  the  conclusion 
of  debate  on  said  amendment  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  shall  be  taken  thereon,  after  which  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill  shall  be  had. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  30  minutes,  to  be  equally  di¬ 
vided  and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  did  not  understand 
that  the  Senator  had  intended  to  cut  off 
any  further  amendments  to  the  bill.  Is 
that  not  unusual? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  asked  if  there 
were  other  amendments  that  were  to  be 
offered,  and  I  was  informed  by  the  staff 
of  the  Senate,  after  having  discussed 
the  matter  with  Senators,  that  no  fur¬ 
ther  amendments  were  to  be  offered  after 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  are  two  small 
amendments,  which  I  have  discussed 
with  Senators,  that  are  intended  to  be 
offered.  One  is  to  be  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff],  involving  $250,000,  having  to  do 
with  examination  into  the  effects  of  in¬ 
secticides  upon  human  beings,  animals, 
and  plants,  a  subject  which  has  been 
causing  trouble;  the  other  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  provid¬ 
ing  $1  million  more  in  the  new  program 
established  under  the  1962  bill  in  con¬ 
nection  with  Federal  land  use,  and  the 
like,  and  marking  the  funds  for  technical 
services  and  planning. 

If  there  be  other  amendments,  I  do 
not  know  of  any.  There  are  no  others 
that  I  have  agreed  to  take  to  conference. 
Now  would  be  the  time  to  explore  the 
question  as  to  whether  there  are  others 
to  be  offered.  I  would  not  like  to  see  any 
Senator  precluded  from  offering  any 
amendments.  Yet  I  would  like  to  have 
the  arrangement  the  leadership  on  both 
sides,  as  I  understand,  has  worked  out, 
because  there  is  other  important  busi¬ 
ness  for  consideration  by  the  Senate,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  disposition  of  this  measure, 
on  Monday. 

Personally,  I  would  not  be  agreeable 
to  setting  aside  this  bill  to  take  up  any¬ 
thing  else,  because  this  is  a  very  im¬ 
portant  bill.  The  Senate  has  spent  a 
long  time  in  debate  on  it.  A  long  time 
was  spent  in  preparing  the  bill.  I  think 
it  is  a  reasonable  request  to  make  that 
action  be  completed  on  the  bill  before 
the  Senate  takes  up  other  matters. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  understand  there  is 
a  proposed  unanimous  consent  agree¬ 
ment  before  the  Senate.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object — and  I  may  object — I 
have  a  vital  interest,  along  with  other 
Senators,  in  the  pending  bill.  I  had  to 
give  attention  to  other  matters  which 
made  it  necessary  for  me  to  be  absent 
from  the  Chamber.  I  had  appointments 
for  tomorrow  and  Saturday  which  I  can- 
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celled  because  the  bill  was  coming  up, 
and  I  thought  it  was  my  duty  to  be  pres¬ 
ent.  I  would  object  to  setting  the  bill 
aside. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Tire  bill  is  not  be¬ 
ing  set  aside. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  would  like  to  proceed 
in  the  regular  way,  but  I  also  would  like 
to  accommodate  other  Senators.  As  I 
understand,  all  committee  amendments 
have  been  disposed  of,  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  not  made  by  the  committee  have 
been  disposed  of.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Or  will  be  disposed 
of  this  evening,  other  than  the  Mundt 
amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  May  I  inquire  if  there 
are  other  amendments?  If  there  are 
other  amendments,  I  would  like  to  know 
about  them,  under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  to  me,  as  I  raised  the 
question,  perhaps  I  can  help. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Naturally,  I  will  not  up¬ 
set  what  the  leadership  has  done  with 
respect  to  this  measure,  but  I  would  like 
to  serve  notice,  with  all  humility,  that  I 
will  object  to  any  unanimous-consent 
agreement  on  a  bill  which  does  not  pre¬ 
serve  the  right  to  offer  amendments, 
though  the  time  is  limited. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  his  cooperation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
proposed  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  provides  that  no  other  amendment 
except  the  Mundt  amendment  will  be 
considered.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  that 
does  not  preclude  the  offering  of  the  two 
amendments  I  mentioned. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  referred  to  Mon¬ 
day.  We  intend  to  complete  action  on 
the  two  amendments  which  will  be  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  the  Ribicoff  and  the 
Aiken  amendments,  tonight. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  send  to  the  desk  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  and  Mr.  CLARK  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  who  has 
the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognized  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr. ,  President,  I  ask, 
as  a  matter  of  consideration,  that  the 
two  Senators  who  have  these  two  small 
amendments,  which  I  think  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  take  to  conference — at  least  I 
am  willing  to  take  them — to  be  allowed 
to  be  heard  briefly,  so  they  can  be  passed 
on  tonight,  and  they  will  not  lose  that 
privilege  by  reason  of  the  unanimous- 


consent  agreement,  when  the  Senate  con¬ 
venes  again  Monday. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  last  year 
Congress  directed  and  authorized  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  inaugurate 
a  program  for  resources  conservation 
and  development.  It  is  a  program  to 
provide  for  Federal  cooperation  with 
State  and  local  bodies  in  developing 
practical  plans  for  land  conservation  and 
land  use.  It  will  make  possible  the  or¬ 
derly  development,  improvement,  con¬ 
servation,  and  utilization  of  a  given  proj¬ 
ect  area  in  such  a  way  as  to  provide  em¬ 
ployment  and  other  economic  opportu¬ 
nities  for  the  people  living  in  this  rural 
area. 

On  the  authority  and  directive  by 
Congress,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  gone  to  work,  and  they  now 
have  applications  from  16  areas  in  13- 
States,  I  believe,  and  applications  are 
about  ready  in  10  other  States  for  these 
pilot  projects,  relating  largely  to  the  con¬ 
version  of  borderline  farmland  to  other 
more  useful  purposes. 

The  amendment  I  offered  will  give 
them  money  enough  so  that  they  can 
handle  the  investigation  and  planning  in 
cooperation  with  the  local  or  State 
bodies.  There  would  be  provided  $365,- 
000  for  project  investigation  and  plan¬ 
ning,  and  $635,000  for  technical  assist¬ 
ance.  These  projects  are  sponsored 
largely  by  soil  conservation  districts,  in 
some  cases  by  communities. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  offer  his  amendment  at  this 
time? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  offer  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  14, 
lines  7  and  8,  delete  “$1,200,000”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “$2,200,000”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  make  it 
clear  that  this  amendment  merely  re¬ 
stores  in  part  a  sizable  reduction  from 
the  budget  estimate  which  was  accom¬ 
plished  both  by  the  House  Committee 
and  our  committee.  We  cut  the  re¬ 
quested  amount  of  $6,275,000  to  $1,- 
200,000.  The  amendment  would  add  $1 
million,  or  make  a  total  of  $2,200,000. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  remainder  was  for 
loans.  My  amendment  does  not  carry 
anything  for  loans. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  willing  to  take 
the  amendment  to  conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  have  been  waiting  for 
4  hours  to  make  a  very  brief  germane 
speech  on  the  pending  bill.  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  willing,  as  a  matter  of  senatorial 
courtesy,  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  at  his  request,  in  order  that 
he  may  propose  his  amendment. 

I  thank  the  Chair  for  having  recog¬ 
nized  me,  because  I  spoke  first.  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  will 
be  brief.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
I  may  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut,  to  permit  him  to  offer  his 


amendment,  which  I  am  confident  will 
be  disposed  of  shortly,  provided  I  do  not 
lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  5, 
line  2,  strike  out  “$66,821,500”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$67,071,500”. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
about  to  approve  an  appropriation  of 
$6  billion.  This  bill  includes  over  $66 
million  for  pest  control  activities.  The 
amendment  I  offered  would  make  avail¬ 
able  $250,000  for  the  protection  of  people, 
fish,  wildlife,  and  crops  in  connection 
with  the  use  of  pesticides.  As  a  nation 
we  can  afford  this  small  increase  that 
will  provide  so  much  protection  to  so 
many. 

The  additional  funds  I  recommend 
would  be  used  to  begin  to  meet  a  need 
which  has  been  clearly  highlighted  in 
testimony  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Reorganization  in  its  study  of  pesticides. 
This  is  the  need  to  follow  up  mass  spray 
programs  to  assess  any  harmful  effects 
and  to  consider  the  effectiveness  and 
continued  need  of  these  programs.  More 
simply  put,  we  need  to  know  whether 
these  sprays  are  bad  for  the  bugs  and 
safe  for  people,  animals,  and  crops  or 
whether  in  some  situations  it  is  the  other 
way  around. 

Of  the  total  amount  appropriated  on 
line  2,  page  5,  of  H.R.  6754— $66,821,500— 
approximately  $16.7  million  will  be  used 
to  administer  programs  to  control  de¬ 
structive  pests,  such  as  the  fire  ant,  gypsy 
moth,  Japanese  beetle,  grasshopper,  bark 
beetle,  and  others.  These  programs  are 
usually  conducted  cooperatively  with  the 
States  and  other  agencies. 

With  regard  to  these  programs,  the 
recent  report  by  the  President’s  Science 
Advisory  Committee  made  the  following 
recommendation : 

Provide,  as  a  part  of  the  operating  budgets 
of  Federal  control  and  eradication  programs, 
funds  to  evaluate  the  efficiency  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  and  their  effects  on  nontarget  or¬ 
ganisms  in  the  environment. 

I  have  been  informed  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  that  this  recom¬ 
mendation  cannot  be  carried  out  under 
the  fiscal  1964  budget  as  it  was  submitted 
to  the  Congress.  No  request  for  such 
funds  was  ever  made  to  the  committee. 
However,  data  recently  submitted  to  me 
in  connection  with  the  current  study  of 
pesticides  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Re¬ 
organization  and  International  Organi¬ 
zations  indicates  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  aware  of  the  problem. 
The  Department  informs  me  as  follows: 

Pest  control  programs  should  be  more 
thoroughly  evaluated  to  determine  that  they 
are  being  most  effectively  conducted  with 
the  least  use  of  pesticides  and  with  the  least 
harm  to  nontarget  beneficial  insects  or  ani¬ 
mal  life. 

My  amendment  would  permit  a  modest 
beginning  of  such  a  review  program. 
These  funds  would  be  used  for — 

First.  Expansion  of  field  survey  opera¬ 
tions  to  evaluate  current  treatment  tech¬ 
niques  and  make  modification  as  needed 


17334 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  26 


for  greater  effectiveness  and  reduced 
residue  hazards,  especially  on  nontarget 
organisms. 

Second.  Expansion  of  methods  im¬ 
provement  work,  particularly  on  adapta¬ 
tion  of  biological  control  techniques,  field 
tests  for  improving  selective  applica¬ 
tion  techniques,  screening  nonpersistent 
chemicals  for  useful  fieldwork. 

Third.  Initiation  of  field  surveys  to  de¬ 
termine  the  impact  of  pest  control  and 
eradication  programs  on  the  area  in¬ 
volved,  including  effects  on  wildlife  pop¬ 
ulations,  desirable  insects — bees  and 
predators — livestock  and  poultry,  and  so 
forth.  These  surveys  would  provide 
prompt  means  for  detecting  changes  in 
an  area  which  would  require  prompt 
adjustments  of  the  planned  program. 

This  additional  $250,000  will  certainly 
not  meet  the  entire  need.  But  it  will  at 
least  enable  the  Department  of  Agricul 
ture  to  make  a  start  on  vitally  needed 
activities. 

With  the  huge  amount  of  funds  we  are 
now  spending  to  spray  these  pesticides 
all  over  the  country,  we  can  surely  afford 
to  spend  this  modest  amount  to  assess 
any  harmful  adverse  effects  and  make 
the  kind  of  evaluation  that  is  necessary 
to  test  the  worth  of  these  spray  pro¬ 
grams.  This  is  cheap  insurance  against 
hazards  we  do  not  yet  fully  understand. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  happy  to  yield, 
with  the  understanding  that  I  do  not 
lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  I  have  already 
stated,  I  shall  be  happy  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference,  if  it  be  the 
will  of  the  Senate  that  I  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

■Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  that  my  friend  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill]  has  a  conference  report  which  he 
believes  he  can  dispose  of  very  promptly. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
yield  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  his  bring 
ing  the  conference  report  to  the  Senate, 
with  the  understanding  that  I  do  not  lose 
my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR,  HEALTH, 
EDUCATION,  AND  WELFyfRE,  AND 
RELATED  AGENCIES  A?<PROPRIA- 
TION  BILL,  1964— CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  submit  a 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  5888)/ making  appropriations 
for  the  Departments  of  Labor,  and 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  >4964,  and  for  other  purposes. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
ttre  Senate. 


The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Sept.  25,  1963,  pp.  17119- 
17120,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  on  the  bill  provides  total 
appropriations  of  $5,471,087,500,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $288,401,500  from  the  budget 
estimates;  a  reduction  of  $24,739,750 
from  the  amounts  allowed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  an  increase  of  $21,106,500  over 
the  amounts  allowed  by  the  House. 

The  conference  agreement  will  provide 
$350,078,000  for  the  Department  of 
Labor,  a  reduction  of  $77,141,500  from 
the  budget  estimates.  The  estimate  for 
the  item  “Manpower  development  and 
training  activities”  was  $165  million,  for 
which  the  House  allowed  $140  million, 
kand  the  Senate  $110  million.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  allowance  was  agreed  to,  inasmuch 
a\  there  was  no  disagreement  over  the 
fac\  that  our  allowance  was  quite  ade¬ 
quate  under  the  provisions  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  law.  The  conferees  agreed  that  \\ 
the  lav\  is  amended  postponing  the 
matchings,  requirement  for  fiscal  year 
1965,  as  prWided  in  a  bill  passed  by  the 
Senate,  or  il  there  develops  a  further 
need  for  fundWor  any  reason,  a ( supple¬ 
mental  request\hould  be  pr/sented  to 
the  Congress. 

The  conferees  Accepted/  the  Senate 
amendment  to  allow'e42Vmillion,  out  of 
the  unemployment  \hust  fund,  for 
“Grants  to  States  for y^ployment  serv¬ 
ice  and  unemployment  compensation  ad¬ 
ministration,”  for  svhich  the  House  had 
allowed  $350  mjflion.  Th\  conferees 
agreed  on  a  pro/ision  to  makesnot  more 
than  $l,100,0ftw  available  out  of \he  1964 
appropriations  for  the  payments  Of  obli¬ 
gations  incurred  in  the  final  few  days  of 
fiscal  year  1963. 

The  House  had  allowed  $9  million 
“Area/  redevelopment  activities”,  th? 
Senate  $8  million,  and  the  conferees 
agreed  on  $8,500,000,  to  provide  the  ap¬ 
proximate  amount  used  during  fiscal 
ear  1963. 

The  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
amendment  providing  $150,000  for 
“Trade  adjustment  activities”  in  lieu  of 
the  House  allowance  of  $4  million,  and 
the  budget  estimate  of  $7,635,000.  Re¬ 
cent  developments  indicate  that  there  is 
no  reason  to  anticipate  the  need  for  any 
funds  for  training  or  for  readjustment 
allowances  in  fiscal  year  1964. 

The  conferees  agreed  on  the  House  al¬ 
lowances  for  the  two  items  for  the  Mexi¬ 
can  farm  labor  program,  inasmuch  as 
the  budget  estimates  provided  funds  for 
the  operation  of  the  program  through 
December  31,  1963,  when  the  law  will  ex¬ 
pire,  and  for  liquidation  costs  thereafter. 
Funds  are  provided  for  the  importation 
of  the  Mexican  nationals  under  the  terms 
of  the  international  agreement,  and  for 
compliance  activities  in  relation  thereto, 
for  the  6-month  period. 

The  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
amendments  making  reductions  in  five 
items  because  the  agencies  added  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1963  employees  not  allowed  by 
the  Congress.  The  following  statement 


is  included  in  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House: 

The  conferees  will  look  with  extreme  dli 
pleasure  on  the  establishment  of  any 
tlons,  under  any  appropriation  to  the  . 
partment,  which  have  not  been  authorized 
by  Congress. 

For  the  Department  of  Heal|h,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  the  conference 
agreement  totals  $5,090,904,500,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $210,409,500  from  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates,  and  a  reduction/of  $24,662,500 
from  the  Senate  allowance,  and  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $55,362,500  pver  the  House  al¬ 
lowance. 

The  conferees  all6wed  $119,000  of  the 
Senate  increase  or  $323,000  for  buildings 
for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration; 
and  the  addition  over  the  House  allow¬ 
ance  will  provide  for  the  planning  of  dis¬ 
trict  offices/at  Denver  and  Philadelphia. 

The  Senate  amendment  reducing  the 
allowance  for  “Defense  educational  ac¬ 
tivities*^  by  $10  million  for  title  III, 
which  the  Department  had  agreed 
wa /  not  needed,  was  accepted  by  the 
conferees,  as  was  the  amendment  relat- 
ig  to  the  allotment  of  funds  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  grants  and  loans  for  equipment 
and  minor  remodeling  concerned  with 
science,  mathematics,  and  foreign  lan¬ 
guage  instruction. 

The  conferees  agreed  on  the  allowance 
of  $3  million  of  the  Senate  addition  of 
$5,020,000  for  “Research  and  training. 
Office  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation.” 
Out  of  the  funds  allowed  the  agency  may 
make  developmental  grants  to  schools 
such  as  Emory  University  presently  lack¬ 
ing  a  fully  developed  nucleus  for  a  spe¬ 
cial  research  and  training  center. 

The  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  receded  on  the  amendment  proposing 
an  additional  $1  million  for  research  and 
training,  special  foreign  currency  pro¬ 
gram,  on  the  basis  of  information  re¬ 
ceived  after  action  by  the  Senate  on  the 
bill  to  the  effect  that  there  was  carried 
forward  some  $2,425,000  into  the  current 
fiscal  year  from  prior  appropriations  and 
that  only  approximately  $800,000  was 
obligated  in  fiscal  year  1963. 

The  Senate  conferees  receded  on 
amendment  25,  which  proposed  a  maxi¬ 
mum,  salary  of  $30,000  for  certain  Public 
Health.  Service  scientific  and  profes¬ 
sional  personnel  as  I  assured  Senators  a 
few  days^ago  we  would. 

The  amendment  adding  $2,500,000  for 
constructionspf  the  regional  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  laboratory  in  Alaska,  for 
which  we  had\^  budget  estimate,  was 
accepted. 

The  Senate  afHondment  proposing 
$1,441,000  for  planXand  specifications 
for  an  EnvironmentalVHealth  Center  at 
Beltsville,  Md.,  was  notSagreed  to. 

The  conferees  allowed  ^million  of  the 
$5  million  added  for  initiation  of  the 
program  to  rid  the  infected  areas  in  the 
United  States,  Puerto  Rico,  aim.  the  Vir¬ 
gin  Islands,  of  the  mosquito*,  aedes 
aegypti,  the  carrier  of  yellow  feVer,  in 
accord  with  an  international  under¬ 
standing  among  nations  of  the  West 
Hemisphere. 

The  conferees  allowed  $1  million  of 
the  $2  million  added  by  the  $enate,  for 
the  general  health  grant  to  States,  so 
that  the  States  will  receive  $14  million 
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Departments  of  Labor,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1964,  H  R.  5888— -Continue* 

[Figures  in  parentheses  not  added  in  totals] 


DEPARTMENT  OB'  HEARTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE - Continued 

Pubiic  HeaXh  Service— Continued 
NationaHfcistitutes  of  Health: 

General  research  and  services _ 

Biologics^tandards _ _ 

Child  health  and  human  development.... 

National  Csmcer  Institute _ 

Mental  healoa  activities _ 

National  HearVInstitute . . 

National  Institute  of  Dental  Research _ 

Arthritis  and  metabolic  disease  activities. 

Allergy  and  infectious  disease  activities— 

Neurology  and  blindness  activities . 

Subtotal,  National  IilWitutes  of  Health. 

Grants  for  construction  of  heaRh  research  facilities. 

Scientific  activities  overseas  (special  foreign  currency  program) . 

National  health  Statistics- 

National  Library  of  Medicine _ ^ 

Retired  pay  of  commissioned  office^  indefinite 
.  Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Surgeon  General. 

Total,  Public  Health  Service . 

St.  Elizabeths  Hospital: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  indefinite _ 

Buildings  and  facilities _ _ 

Social  Security  Administration: 

Limitation  on  salaries  and  expenses. 

International  Social  Security  Association  meeting.^ 

Welfare  Administration: 

Grants  to  States  for  public  assistance _ 

Assistance  for  repatriated  U.S.  nationals _ 

Training  of  public  welfare  personnel _ 

Salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  Family  Services. 

Grants  to  States  for  maternal  and  child  welfare _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Children’s  Bureau _ 

Cooperative  research  or  demonstration  projects _ 

Office  of  Aging _ _ ; _ _ 

Juvenile  delinquency  and  youth  offenses _ 

Research  and  training  (special  foreign  currency  program)  . 

Office  of  the  Commissioner _ 

Transfer  from  OASI  trust  fund _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Welfare  Administration _ 

American  Printing  House  for  the  Blind _ 

Freedmen’s  Hospital _ _ _ — 

Gallaudet  College: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ i_.~ : _ _ 

Construction _ _ _ 

Howard  University: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ 

Plans  and  specifications _ 

Construction _ _ _ 

Office  of  the  Secretary _ 

Transfer  from  OASI  trust  fund _ 

Office  of  Field  Administration.  _ _ 

Transfers.. . . . . . 

Surplus  property  utilization _ 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel... 

Transfers _ 

Educational  television  facilities. 


Total,  direct  appropriations,  Department  of  nealt’ 
Indefinite  appropriations,  Department  of  Health,  Educ 


Education,  and  Welfare, 
fion,  and  Welfare . . 


Orand  total,  Department  of  Health,  Education!  and  Welfare . 

RELATED  AG^CIES 

National  Labor  Relations  Board... 

National  Mediation  Board _ 

Railroad  Retirement  Board _ 

Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Ser 
Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  /iver  Basin. 

U.S.  Soldiers’  Home _ 

Total,  direct  appropriations. 3 
Total,  indefinite  appropriations.. 

Grand  total . 


Appropriation, 

1963 


$159, 326, 000 


742,  000 
,  599,  000 
,  398,  000 
,  199, 000 
,388,000 
,  142, 000 
,  506,  000 

880,  800,  000 
50, 000, 000 
2, 800, 000 
5, 150,  000 
3, 335, 000 
(5,  784, 000) 
5, 850,  000 


1,  514,  859, 050 
6, 332, 000 

. 8,"095,"000_ 

(286, 398, 300) 


2,738,300,00 
467,  C  ‘ 

3, 760^00 
76,  Jl K,  000 
2/43,000 
£100,000 

MHtOOO" 

”735^700’ 
(435, 100) 

,  829,  910, 700 
739,  000 
3,909,000 

1,478,  900 
1, 065, 000 

7,  935, 000 
86, 000 
5,  531, 000 
2,  717,  900 
(375, 150) 
\  460, 400 
(1X37,  750) 
9,  950 
83X000 
(739^0) 
1,  500,  ‘ 


6, 173, 485, 600 
7, 715,  000 


5, 181,  200,  600 


21,  029,  000 
1,939, 150 
(9, 906,  000) 
5, 195, 300 
5,000 
(6,  272, 400) 


6,  564, 257,  600 
7,  715',  000 


5,571,972,600 


Budget  esti¬ 
mate,  1964 


nouse 

allowance 


Senate 

allowance 


$164,  674,  000 

4,  787,  000 
(34,  000,  000) 
145,  114,  000 
190,  096,  000 
133,  624,  000 

19, 809,  000 
114,717,000 
69,  226, 000 
•  88,407,000 

930, 454, 000 
50, 000, 000 
6,  647,  000 

5,  949, 000 
4,074,000 

(6,  436,  000) 
6, 091, 000 

1,  697,  884,  C 


(9,  af>,  000) 
627,  000 

f2, 125,  000) 
95, 000 


2,  900, 000, 000 
500,000 
2,000,000 
5, 400, 000 
87,000,000 
3,  401,000 
2, 000, 000 
545, 000 
13,200,000 
1, 200, 000 
1,025,000 
(602, 000) 

3,016,271,000 
775, 000 
3, 880,  000 

1,697,000 
2, 919, 000 

8,819,000 

'672457666 
2, 918,  000 
(467,  000) 
3, 834,  000 
(1, 337, 000) 
950,  000 
1. 055,  000 
(900,  000) 
7,  000,  000 


6, 285, 162,  000 
1  16, 152,  000 


5,301,314,000 


23,  OOVOOO 
1 , 95o\f)0 
(11, 115,  Of*)) 
5, 940,  oor 
5,000 

(6,  622, 000) 


‘5,743,337,000 
16, 152,  000 


5,759,489,000 


$163,  869,  000 
4,  787,  000 
(34,  000,  000) 
144,  340,  000 
177,288,000 
132,  404,  000 
19, 689, 000 
113,  679,  00Q ' 
68,  723,  C 
87, 675 J 

912,405,000 
60/00, 000 
/OOO.OOO 
65,  949, 000 
4, 074, 000 
(6.  436,  000) 
6, 091, 000 


$164,  C/i,  000 
4/87,  000 
(36000,000) 
45, 114,  000 
190,  096,  000 
133.  624,  000 
19, 809,  000 
114,717,000 
69,  226, 000 
88,  407, 000 

930,  454,  000 
50,  000,000 
4, 000, 000 
5,  949, 000 
4, 074,  000 
(6,436,000) 
6, 091,  000 


$163,  869,000 

4,  787,  000 
(34,  000, 000) 
144,  340,  000 
183, 288,  000 
132,  404,  000 

19,689,000 
113,  679, 000 
68,  723,  000 
87,  675, 000 

918, 454,  000 
50, 000, 000 
4, 000,  000 

5,  949,  000 
4, 074, 000 

(6,  436, 000) 
6, 091,000 


1,546,058,000  1,628,158,000  1,608,723,000 


(7,  354,  000) 
627,  000 

(317,  900,  000) 

88,000 


2,  725, 000, 000 
467,000 

4,  '756, '606' 
86,943,000 

3, 401, 000 
1, 455, 000 
545, 000 
6, 700, 000 

'176257666' 

(554,000 

2,830, 292,000 
775,000 
3, 880, 000 

1,697,000 
2, 919, 000 

8, 819, 000 

'672457666' 

2, 833,  000 
(467,  000) 
3,  734, 000 
(1,337,000) 
950,000 
975, 000 
(900,  000) 

5,  000,000 

5,  021,  752,  000 
13,  790,  000 


(7,  354,  000) 
627,000 

(317,  900, 000) 
95,000 


2,  725, 000, 000 
467,000 

5,  ’25676o6" 
82, 943, 000 

3, 401, 000 
1,  455, 000 
545, 000 

6,  950, 000 
1,200,000 
1,025, 000 


2,828,242,000 
775, 000 
3, 880, 000 

1, 822,  000 
2, 919,  000 

8, 819, 000 

'o, '2457666 

2, 833,  000 
(467,  000) 
3,  734,  000 
(1, 337,  OOO) 
950.000 
975,  000 
(900,  000) 
7,  000,  000 

5, 101,  777,  000 
13,  790,  000 


5, 035,  542,  000  5, 115,  567,  000 


22,060,000 
1, 950,  000 
(10, 900,  000) 
5,  540,  000 
5,000 

(6,  622,  000) 

36, 191, 000 
.790,000 


22,  560,  000 
1,  950,  000 
(11, 115,  000) 
5,  740,  000 
5,000 

(6, 622, 000) 

5,  482, 037, 250 
13, 790,  000 

5, 495, 827, 250 


(7, 354,  000) 
627,000 

(317,  900,  000) 
91,500 


2,  725, 000,  000 
467, 000 

4,9567666" 
82,  943, 000 
3,401,000 
1,455,000 
545,000 
6,  950, 000 

176257666' 


2, 826, 742, 000 
775, 000 
3, 880, 000 

1,822,000 
2, 919, 000 

8, 819, 000 

"672457666' 

2,  833,  000 
(467,  000) 

3,  734,  000 
(1,337,  COO) 

950, 000 
975,  000 
(900,  000) 
6, 500,  000 

5,077,114,500 
13,  790,  000 

5,  090,  904,  500 


22, 460,  000 
1,950,000 
(11,065,000) 
5,  690,  000 
5,000 

(6,  622,  000) 

5, 457,  297,  500 
13, 790,  000 

5,  471,  087,  508 


Mr.  HILL.  MiVPresident,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  for  his  jjourtesy. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  speak 
in  defense  of  the  loan  made  by  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration  on  Au¬ 
gust  15,  1963,  to  the  Valley  Rural  Elec¬ 
tric  Cooperative,  of  Huntingdon,  Pa„  for 
financing  electric  facilities  of  the  Blue 
Knob  Development  Corp.,  of  Altoona, 
Pa.  This  loan  has  come  under  indirect 
attack  in  the  committee  report  on  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill,  where  on 
page  29,  under  the  heading  “Section  V 
Loans,’’  the  statement  is  made: 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  recommen¬ 
dation  in  the  House  committee  report  that 


the  Administrator  of  REA  should  not  make 
section  V  loans  in  competition  with  private 
sources  of  credit,  or  as  a  replacement  or  sub¬ 
stitution  for  loan  funds  available  under  the 
Area  Redevelopment  Act,  Public  Law  87-27. 

The  loan  with  respect  to  which  I  speak 
was  directly  criticized  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land],  who  is  in  charge  of  the  bill,  and 
whose  statement  is  reported  in  the  third 
column  of  page  17084  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  for  September  25.  The 
Sen'ator  from  Florida  said: 

The  idea  of  making  two  loans  for  the 
purpose  of  installing  ski  facilities  in  areas 
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served  by  REA  has  not  met  with  popular  re¬ 
ception,  either  on  the  part  of  any  member 
of  our  committee  or,  I  think,  on  the  part  of 
the  general  public.  I  hope  the  REA  Admin¬ 
istrator  will  confine  himself,  in  handling  sec¬ 
tion  5  loans,  to  fields  more  nearly  in  accord 
with  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  act. 

One  of  the  loans  thus  criticized  was 
the  Pennsylvania  loan  made  by  the  Val¬ 
ley  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  to  the 
Blue  Knob  Development  Corp.,  for  ski 
tows  and  snow  machines  to  be  erected 
near  Bedford,  Pa. ;  in  fact,  north  of  Bed¬ 
ford  and  south  of  Johnstown,  close  to  the 
boundary  between  Cambria  and  Bedford 
Counties.  It  is  abundantly  clear  that 
section  V  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
authorizes  a  loan  of  this  sort  for  electric 
equipment  without  limitation  to  farm 
use.  Therefore,  there  can  be  no  question 
that  the  loan  was  legal. 

More  than  that,  in  my  opinion,  the 
loan  was  wise.  This  was  a  combined 
loan  made  by  the  Area  Redevelopment 
Administration  in  the  amount  of  $222,- 
155,  by  the  REA  in  the  amount  of  $110,- 
000,  and  by  a  local  development  corpora¬ 
tion  composed  of  local  businessmen, 
which  put  up  $40,000.  The  purpose  was 
to  create  a  "recreational  facility  at  the 
top  of  Blue  Knob  Mountain  for  ski  rec¬ 
reational  purposes.  The  direct  result 
will  be  to  create  a  substantial  number  of 
jobs  in  the  area  directly,  and  to  create 
indirectly  a  large  number  of  additional 
jobs. 

Further,  the  ski  resort  to  be  built  as 
a  result  of  the  loan  will  bring  a  large 
number  of  tourists  into  a  depressed  area 
in  our  State,  an  area  where  employment 
in  the  resort  industry  would  be  much  to 
be  desired.  Accordingly,  it  occurs  to  me 
that  this  loan  is  the  sort  of  loan  which 
ought  to  be  made  not  only  by  the  ARA 
but  also  by  the  REA,  where,  as  is  the 
case  here,  the  lines  of  the  electric  co¬ 
operative  run  very  close  to  the  location 
where  the  ski  tow  is  to  be  built. 

Efforts  were  made  to  attract  private 
capital  for  this  loan.  They  were  unsuc¬ 
cessful.  The  ARA  was  unable  to  handle 
the  loan  by  itself.  The  REA  plus  the 
local  development  company  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  conclude  the  transaction. 

As  one  example  of  what  the  loan 
means,  the  Bedford  Springs  Hotel,  one 
of  the  great  resorts  in  Pennsylvania,  a 
resort  hotel  with  which  many  Members 
of  this  body  are  familiar,  will  now  be 
able  to  remain  open  the  year  round  and 
will  cater  to  sportsmen  who  will  come 
to  ski  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of 
the  new  facility  built  with  REA- and  ARA 
loan  funds. 

The  area  of  Bedford,  running  all  the 
way  up  to  Johnstown,  in  Cambria 
County,  is  among  the  most  depressed 
areas  in  the  whole  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania.  The  little  town  of 
Beaverdale,  which  is  the  closest  settle¬ 
ment  to  where  the  ski  facility  will  be 
erected,  has  as  high  a  level  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  as  any  similar  town  in  the  State. 

I  regret  very  much  that  this  kind  of 
loan,  which  will  bring  jobs  and  tourists, 
and  which  will  hold  out  the  hope  of 
bringing  some  economic  prosperity  to 
an  area  of  chronic,  persistent  unemploy¬ 
ment,  should  have  come  under  criticism 
both  indirectly  in  the  committee  report 
and  directly  in  the  speech  of  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  who 
is  in  charge  of  the  bill. 

I  hope  the  ARA  and  the  REA  will 
make  many  more  loans  of  this  sort  in 
the  great  mountain  areas  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  whose  principal  hope  for  prosper¬ 
ity  in  the  future  lies  in  the  creation  .of 
tourism  and  recreational  facilities,  and 
to  capitalize  on  the  gorgeous  scenery  and 
magnificent  mountains,  lakes,  and 
streams  of  that  area  of  Pennsylvania 
which  is  now  in  the  grips  of  depression. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
letter  directed  to  me,  under  date  of  Sep¬ 
tember  20,  1963,  by  Mr.  Nox’man  M. 
Clapp,  Administrator  of  REA. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  order  da  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Rural  Eelectrification  Admin¬ 
istration, 

Washington,  D.C.  September  20,  1963. 
Hon.  Joseph  S.  Clark, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Clark  :  You  have  asked  that 
I  explain  the  statutory  basis  for  the  REA 
loan  made  on  August  15,  1963,  to  the  Valley 
Rural  Electric  Cooperative  of  Huntingdon, 
Pa.,  for  financing  electric  facilities  of  the 
Blue  Knob  Development  Corp.  of  Altoona, 
Pa. 

The  language  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act  itself  is  entirely  clear  in  authorizing 
loans  under  section  5  thereof  for  electric 
equipment  without  limitation  to  farm  use. 
Section  5  authorizes  loans  for  "electrical  and 
plumbing  appliances  and  equipment”  for 
"persons  in  rural  areas.”  Section  13  of  the 
act  provides  the  broadest  possible  definition 
of  the  term  "persons”  as  including  besides 
any  “natural  person”  any  “firm,  corporation 
or  association,”  and  further  defines  "rural 
area”  as  including  “both  farm  and  nonfarm 
population  thereof,”  without  any  limitation 
or  qualification  whatsoever.  The  term 
"person”  appears  similarly  in  the  designa¬ 
tion  of  eligible  beneficiaries  of  section  4 
loans  and  the  long  established  REA  prac¬ 
tice  of  making  loans  for  the  purpose  of  serv¬ 
ing  commercial  and  industrial  loads  in  rural 
areas,  as  well  as  agricultural  loads,  has  been 
made  known  to  and  accepted  by  Congress 
since  the  earliest  days  of  the  REA  program. 
Again,  the  term  "equipment”  as  used  in  sec¬ 
tion  5  has  been  in  numerous  judicial  prece¬ 
dents  recognized  as  broadly  encompassing 
machinery  and  implements  of  the  most 
varied  kind. 

The  use  of  the  section  5  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  nonfarm,  as  well  as  farm,  purposes 
is  not  only  clearly  consistent  with  the  stat¬ 
utory  authorization  and  longstanding  REA 
administrative  practice,  but  is  an  important 
and  necessary  means  of  strengthening  the 
rural  electric  cooperatives  so  that  they  can 
attain  the  objectives  of  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  area  coverage,  low  cost  and  fully 
utilized  power  in  rural  areas.  It  is  also  an 
important  aid  in  enhancing  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  security  interests  and  the  assurance 
of  continued  repayment  of  the  REA  loans. 

REA,  as  a  matter  of  self-imposed  policy 
and  practice,  uses  its  section  5  loan  author¬ 
ity  only  where  credit  is  not  available  under 
programs  and  only  where  it  is  not  available 
from  private  sources  on  reasonable  terms. 

There  is  no  reason  whatsoever,  either  in 
law,  economics  or  ethics,  to  stigmatize  and 
separate  recreational  electric  facilities  in 
rural  areas  from  any  other  electric  facilities 
as  proper  means  of  load  building  and  raising 
the  levels  of  income  and  well-being  in  rural 
areas. 

You  have  also  inquired  about  the  general 
justification  for  2-percent  loans.  Section  5 
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of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  provides,  as 
does  section  4,  for  a  specific  interest  rate  of 
2  percent.  This  interest  rate,  along  with 
other  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Act,  is  necessary  at  the  present  time  in  order 
to  counterbalance  to  at  least  some  extent  the 
current  handicaps  inherent  in  the  effort  to 
make  electric  service  abundantly  and  reason¬ 
ably  available  to  rural  people  as  it  is  to  city 
people.  Comparative  basic  statistics  afford 
some  measure  of  these  handicaps.  REA- 
financed  systems  average  only  3.3  consumers 
to  each  mile  of  line  as  compared  to  33  con¬ 
sumers  per  mile  for  the  class  A  and  B  com¬ 
mercial  utilities.  REA-financed  systems  in 
1960  averaged  $414  in  annual  revenue  per 
mile  of  line  compared  to  $6,580  for  the  com¬ 
mercial  companies.  It  must  be  remembered 
that  the  rural  areas  served  by  REA-financed 
systems  represent  what  remains  after  the 
commercial  utilities  skimmed  off  the  cream 
of  the  rural  areas  themselves.  This  resulted 
in  the  comparative  isolation  of  and  the  lack 
of  load  diversity  in  many  of  the  areas  served 
by  the  REA-financed  systems,  involving  addi¬ 
tional  major  handicaps. 

The  2-percent  interest  rate  is  merely,  under 
current  service  conditions,  a  partial  equalizer 
in  the  effort  to  match  the  availability  and 
cost  of  electric  service  for  rural  people  with 
that  available  to  city  people.  The  fact  that 
the  consumer  on  the  lines  of  the  REA  bor¬ 
rower  system  still  has  to  pay  about  20-per- 
cent  more  for  250  kilowatts  used  in  a  month 
than  the  average  city  consumer  is  just  one 
indication  of  the  rural  disadvantage.  And 
even  at  the  2-percent  rate,  consumers  on 
REA-financed  rural  systems  pay  7.4  percent 
of  their  light  bill  for  interest  as  compared  to 
the  6.2  percent  of  the  consumer’s  light  bill 
dollar  that  goes  to  pay  interest  on  the  lines 
of  the  class  A  and  B  commercial  utilities. 
This  disparity,  again,  is  a  reflection  of  the 
smaller  revenue  base  and  higher  cost  factors 
borne  by  rural  systems. 

The  2-percent  interest  rate  is  just  as  im¬ 
portant  and  necessary  for  section  5  electric 
appliances  and  equipment  loans  as  it  is  for 
section  4  construction  loans.  Section  5  loans 
are  a  direct  means  of  increasing  loads  and 
load  diversity  in  respect  of  which,  as  the  fore¬ 
going  basic  statistics  demonstrate,  the  rural 
people  are  at  such  a  serious  disadvantage. 

The  REA  borrower  is  required  to  charge  on 
section  5  loan  funds,  which  it  relends,  in¬ 
terest  at  the  rate  of  4  percent  in  order  to 
cover  its  legal,  accounting,  and  other  costs  in 
developing  the  loan  application,  dispensing 
the  funds  and  making  the  collections  and  in 
order  also  to  protect  itself  against  risks  of 
loss  necessarily  attendant  upon  loans  for 
which  other  sources  of  credit  have  not  been 
available. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Norman  Clapp, 

Administrator . 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  an  article  entitled  “New  Har¬ 
vest  for  Farmers,”  written  by  William 
G.  Weart,  and  published  in  the  New  York 
Times  of  September  1,  1963.  The  article 
amplifies  the  need  for  recreational  facil¬ 
ities  and  comments  upon  the  splendid 
effect  which  such  recreational  facilities 
have  on  job  opportunities  in  depressed 
areas. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times,  Sept.  1,  1963] 
New  Harvest  for  Farmers — Conversion  of 
Propertt  Into  Recreation  Sites  Proving 
Profitable 

(By  William  G.  Weart) 
Philadelphia. — Motorists  on  the  move 
through  rural  America  this  summer  have  dis¬ 
covered  a  hinterland  renaissance.  Some- 
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thing  different  is  going  on  down  on  the  farm, 
and  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  milking  the 
cows,  planting  the  corn,  or  pruning  the 
orchard. 

Under  the  stress  of  agricultural  overpro¬ 
duction,  and  with  a  big  boost  frQm  Uncle 
Sam,  many  farmers  are  finding  it  more  prof¬ 
itable  to  cater  to  the  city  slicker’s  need  for 
leisure-time  recreation  than  to  his  stomach. 
They  have,  in  short,  converted  all  or  part  of 
their  farm  acreage  into  golf  courses,  hunting 
preserves,  tennis  courts,  modern  swimming 
pools,  or  park  land. 

On  what  were  once  grassy  meadowlands,  all 
alive  with  grazing  cows,  clubhouses  have  re¬ 
placed  barns,  and  the  farm  silo  often  over¬ 
looks  a  neW  fairway.  Also,  lakes  once  used 
for  watering  the  cattle  now  resound  to  the 
splash  and  cries  of  bathers,  their  banks 
adorned  with  beach  umbrellas  and  the  stands 
of  watchful  lifeguards.  In  the  winter,  these 
lakes  will  become  ice-skating  rinks. 

COUNTRY  CLUBS 

Presiding  over  these  pay-as-you-go  “coun¬ 
try  clubs”  are  the  farmer  and  his  wife  and, 
in  many  instances,  their  children.  All  pitch 
in  to  make  their  once  economically  unpro¬ 
ductive  property  a  profitable  enterprise. 

The  farmer’s  entry  into  the  field  of  recrea¬ 
tion  was  sparked  by  simple  mathematics  and 
some  commonsense.  Under  the  Food  and 
Agricultural  Act  of  1962,  farmers  can  borrow 
up  to  $60,000  for  the  conversion  of  all  or 
part  of  their  land  into  recreational  facilities. 
Many  farmers  have  taken  advantage  of  this 
opportunity. 

A  study  made  by  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  shows  that  at  least  1  income-pro¬ 
ducing  recreation  enterprise  was  established 
by  9,818  landowners  during  the  1963  fiscal 
year  ended  on  June  30.  This  was  done  in 
cooperation  with  the  regional  offices  of  the 
Department’s  Soil  Conservation  Service.  An 
additional  9,075  landowners  said  they  in¬ 
tended  to  establish  recreation  facilities. 

.THE  BIG  SWITCH 

The  Agriculture  Department  found  also 
that  945  landowners  switched  from  livestock, 
dairy,  crop,  fruit,  and  similar  activities  to 
recreational  enterprises  as  a  primary  source 
of  income.  This  involved  237,691  acres. 

A  typical  golf  course  converted  from  a 
farm,  according  to  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment,  is  Frank  Miskoski’s  208-acre  site  in 
Cream  Ridge,  N.J.,  southeast  of  Trenton. 

Mr.  Miskoski  quit  farming  in  Bucks 
County,  Pa.,  in  1950  and  bought  another  farm 
at  Cream  Ridge.  After  paying  cash  for  it, 
he  had  $14,000  left  as  working  capital.  This 
was  a  safe  cushion,  he  thought. 

But  the  new  farm  did  not  pay  and  Mr. 
Miskoski’s  working  capital  shrank.  In  1958, 
he  converted  part  of  the  land  into  a  nine-hole 
golf  course.  Business  was  so  good  that  he 
added  nine  more  holes  in  1961.  Today,  the 
18-hole  course  spreads  over  150  rolling  acres. 

Mr.  Miskoski  now  has  a  $50,000  investment, 
500  members,  and  a  $600  weekly  payroll. 
Most  of  his  customers  pay  a  membership  fee 
of  $9  a  year,  plus  $2  every  time  they  play 
on  weekdays  and  $3  on  Saturdays,  Sundays, 
and  holidays. 

Another  Cream  Ridge  farmer,  who  also 
received  technical  assistance  from  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  is  Edward  C.  Noller. 
He  converted  a  pond  once  used  for  crop  irri¬ 
gation  into  a  swimming  center,  complete  with 
36  private  cabanas,  showers,  dressing  room, 
and  snack  bar. 

Mr.  Noller’s  10-acre  play  area  part  of  a 
112-acre  farm,  also  has  26  picnic  tables 
shaded  by  large  adjustable  paraSols  and  10 
grills  for  cookouts.  Other  facilities  include 
a  roofed  pavilion  and  grounds  for  softball, 
volleyball,  and  horseshoe  pitching.  Then, 
too,  there  is  another  pond  stocked  with  fish. 

Both  this  farm,  known  as  Homestead  Lake, 
and  the  Miskoski  layout  are  situated  in  an 
area  that  is  said  to  be  short  of  recreational 
facilities.  In  addition  to  Trenton,  other 


towns  nearby  are  Bordentown,  Allentown, 
Hightstown,  and  Freehold. 

COWS  TO  GOLFERS 

In  February,  1961,  Stephen  Little,  a  69- 
year-old  farmer  of  Penobscot  County,  near 
Brewer,  Maine,  faced  a  problem.  His  milk 
wholesaler  notified  him  that  he  was  not 
going  to  buy  milk  any  more. 

For  some  time  before  that,  Mr.  Little's  son 
had  been  urging  him  to  convert  part  of  the 
farm  into  a  golf  course.  Now,  faced  by  the 
emergency,  the  elder  Little  told  the  younger 
man: 

“Son,  you’re  in  the  golf  business.” 

The  Pine  Hill  Golf  Club  was  opened  to  the 
public  on  June  2,  1962,  after  a  conversion 
investment  of  $16,000,  including  $10,000  for 
a  clubhouse.  Attendance  the  first  season 
was  5,000. 


COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORA¬ 
TION  '  APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
earlier  today,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  referred 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  “saving  of  $928  million”  referred 
to  by  the  Senator  is  the  decrease  esti¬ 
mated  in  the  budget  in  the  total  ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  the  fiscal  year  1964,  as  com¬ 
pared  with  1963.  The  totals  are  shown 
on  page  41  of  the  budget,  and  a  detailed 
analysis  of  the  estimated  decrease  at¬ 
tributable  to  the  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service,  including 
CCC,  was  presented  in  the  hearings. 

Net  budgetary  expenditures  represent 
the  net  outgo  of  Government  funds — 
outlays  less  receipts.  They  are  not  com¬ 
parable  with  appropriations,  which 
make  funds  available  for  expenditure. 

The  processes  followed  in  making  ap¬ 
propriations  to  reimburse  the  CCC  are 
in  accordance  with  the  direction  of  Con¬ 
gress.  The  act  of  March  8,  1938,  as 
amended,  requires  the  corporation  to 
obtain  reimbursement  on  the  basis  of 
realized  losses.  The  budgets  submitted 
to  Congress  request  reimbursement  for 
losses  sustained  through  the  end  of  the 
fical  year  preceding  submission  of  the 
budget.  These  are  the  latest  known 
realized  losses  for  a  fiscal  year  at  that 
time.  The  budget  document  includes 
for  the  information  of  the  Congress,  the 
Department’s  estimates  of  the  losses  to 
be  realized  in  the  subsequent  2  fiscal 
years,  and  the  financial  position  of  the 
corporation  at  the  end  of  each  of  those 
years. 

Congress  has  not  always  appropriated 
the  full  amounts  requested  in  past  years. 
This  was  the  case  in  1963,  1961,  1960, 
1955,  and  other  years. 

FARMER-COMMITTEE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  President,  any  restriction  on  the 
activities  of  farmer-committeemen  which 
would  relegate  their  use  to  merely  ad¬ 
visory  functions  not  only  would  spell  the 
death  knell  of  the  farmer-committee  sys¬ 
tem — which  has  successfully  admin¬ 
istered  farm-action  programs  for  the 
past  30  years,  but  also  would  hamstring 
the  programs  themselves  to  a  point  where 
they  could  not  effectively  carry  out  the 
will  of  Congress,  as  expressed  in  the  laws 
authorizing  the  various  programs.  I  am 
sure  this  is  not  the  Intention  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  included  in  the  bill  now  under  con¬ 
sideration. 
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Such  restrictions  would  be  contrary  to 
the  intent  of  the  Congress,  as  expressed 
in  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  which  di¬ 
rects  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
utilize  the  farmer-committees  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  various  farm  programs. 

Such  programs — which  depend  for 
their  effectiveness  on  farmer  participa¬ 
tion  on  individual  farms  throughout  the 
country — simply  cannot  operate  if  farm¬ 
ers  do  not  know  about  them,  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  how  they  can  take  part,  and  do 
not  follow  through  by  carrying  out  the 
program  provisions  in  a  proper  manner. 

The  programs  will  not  operate  effec¬ 
tively  if  they  do  not  meet  the  local  need, 
as  well  as  the  national  need ;  if  the  bases 
on  which  they  are  formulated  are  not 
correct;  ..and  if  the  program  determina¬ 
tions  and  decisions  are  not  accepted  by 
farmers  generally  as  being  fair  and 
equitable. 

At  the  present  time,  committeemen  are 
paid  on  a  per  diem  basis,  and  in  many  in¬ 
stances  they  work  many  more  days  than 
they  are  paid  for.  They  have  done  this 
freely  and  willingly,  because  they  believe 
in  the  importance  of  the  programs  they 
help  administer.  Furthermore,  the  rates 
of  pay  committeemen  receive  are  suffi¬ 
cient  in  most  cases  only  to  replace  their 
labor  on  the  farm.  If  full-time  personnel 
had  to  be  employed  to  perform  the  func¬ 
tions  now  carried  out  by  committeemen, 
the  cost  of  program  administration 
would  increase  substantially. 

It  has  been  our  policy  to  encourage  the 
use  of  local  committeemen,  where  they 
were  willing  and  able  to  serve,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  type  of  field  work,  such  as 
adequately  informing  their  neighbors 
about  the  programs,  checking  perform¬ 
ance,  bin  site  operations  in  connection 
with  crops  stored  under  Government 
loan,  review  of  actual  yield  in  establish¬ 
ing  farm  bases.  We  have  done  this  be¬ 
cause  their  familiarity  with  local  prob¬ 
lems  and  situations  has  been  invaluable 
in  forming  and  operating  a  successful 
program. 

In  connection  with  programs  which 
have  mandatory  provisions,  such  as  mar¬ 
keting  quota  programs,  the  committees 
perform  such  duties  as  determining  indi¬ 
vidual  farm  allotments  and  adjusting 
them  for  inequities.  Under  voluntary 
programs,  such  as  the  feed  grain  and 
wheat  stabilization  programs,  they  estab¬ 
lish  the  farms’  bases,  normal  yields,  and 
rates  of  payment. 

Under  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  they  approve  proposed  conser¬ 
vation  measures  on  individual  farms  and 
ranches,  allocating  the  program  assist¬ 
ance  among  farm  requests  which  far  out¬ 
strip  the  funds  made  available  for  that 
purpose. 

In  connection  with  the  adjudication 
of  claims  for  drought  or  other  emergency 
relief,  the  committeemen  have  to  make 
such  difficult  decisions  as  to  whether 
the  extent  of  hardships  justifies  program 
assistance,  and  the  amount  of  assistance 
needed. 

In  deciding  questions  like  these,  it 
is  not  always  possible  just  to  sit  in  an 
office  and  find  a  basis  for  spending  Gov¬ 
ernment  money.  It  is  many  times  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  committeman  actually  to 
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visit  the  farm  and  obtain  firsthand  in¬ 
formation  on  which  to  base  a  fair  and 
equitable  decision. 

Farmers  through  the  years  have  come 
to  accept  such  decisions — even  though 
not  always  favorable — because  they  have 
trusted  the  practical  knowledge  and  out¬ 
look  of  program  administrators  who 
themselves  are  farmers.  A  restriction 
on  the  use  of  committeemen  which  di¬ 
rected  them  to  go  beyond  “advice”  would 
negate  the  influence  and  confidence 
which  committeemen  have  built  up  over 
a  generation  in  the  sound  administra¬ 
tion  of  farm- action  programs. 

I  offer  this  statement  so  the  language 
of  the  bill  and  that  in  the  report  relating 
to  the  activities  of  farmer-committee- 
men  may  be  properly  interpreted,  and  so 
we  may  fully  appreciate  the  importance 
of  this  vital  activity  and  organization  in 
the  agricultural  program — namely,  the 
farmer-committeemen  system. 

It  is  my  intention  to  ask  th,e  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  certain  ques¬ 
tions  relating  to  the  language  of  the  bill 
and  of  the  report  concerning  the  farmer- 
committeemen  system. 

RURAL  ELECTRIC  COOPERATIVES 

Mr.  President,  earlier  today  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  com¬ 
mented  extensively  on  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration,  the  interest 
rate,  and  the  loans  for  generation  and 
transmission.  At  this  late  hour,  I  merely 
wish  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken],  and  those  of  other  Sena¬ 
tors  who  spoke  in  behalf  of  the  REA,  and 
also  in  behalf  of  the  splendid  work  that 
great  agency  of  Government  and  the 
REA  cooperatives  are  performing.  The 
latter  truly  represent  the  rural  com¬ 
munities  of  America  in  the  vital  service 
of  providing  electrical  energy. 

It  should  be  noted,  Mr.  President,  that 
while  the  funds  for  the  REA  continue  to 
be  needed,  what  is  happening  is  that  as 
the  “beefing  up”  or  improvement  or  mod¬ 
ernization  of  REA  transmission  and 
generation  facilities  occurs,  the  require¬ 
ments  for  electrical  energy  increase ;  and, 
as  the  Senator  from  Illinois  pointed  out, 
today  the  demands  for  power  on  the 
American  farm  are  many  times  larger 
than  they  were  several  years  ago.  Our 
farms  are  mechanized;  our  farms  are 
electrified;  and  our  farms  are  modern 
and  efficient.  Much  of  this  is  due  to  the 
services  of  the  REA. 

We  in  Minnesota  find  that  our  pri¬ 
vate  utilities  and  our  REA  cooperatives 
get  along  very  well.  They  have  a  cooper¬ 
ative  and  friendly  relationship,  and  I  am 
convinced  that  this  development  can 
occur  in  any  part  of  the  Nation  if  there 
is  a  desire  to  make  it  occur. 

The  2  percent  interest  rate — which 
today,  in  the  eyes  of  some,  represents  a 
subsidy  to  the  REA’s — is  really  a  pay¬ 
ment  by  the  general  public  for  extend¬ 
ing  the  service  to  the  sparsely  populated 
areas  and  for  giving  to  the  rural  areas 
of  America  some  of  the  benefits  which 
the  metropolitan  areas  receive. 

Mr.  President,  I  heard  the  argument 
about  the  amount  of  taxes  paid  by  pri¬ 
vate  utilities  and  cooperatives.  But 
there  is  a  great  deal  of  difference  be¬ 


tween  a  private  utility,  which  is  a  cor¬ 
poration,  and  a  rural  electric  coopera¬ 
tive,  which  is  a  nonprofit  organization. 

The  cooperative  pays  back  on  the  loan. 
Whatever  profit  there  is — if  there  is 
any — is  distributed  to  its  members;  and 
the  members  are  assessed  taxes.  A  cor¬ 
poration  is  an  entity  unto  itself;  it  is 
a  corporate  personality.  It  is,  in  the 
eyes  of  the  law,  an  individual;  and 
therefore,  a  corporation  obviously  would 
pay  more  Federal  income  tax  than  a 
cooperative  would.  But  if  we  consider 
the  Federal  income  taxes  paid  by  the 
members  of  cooperatives  on  their  re¬ 
funds  and  dividends,  plus  the  taxes  paid 
by  the  REA  cooperatives  themselves,  we 
find  that  there  is  a  much  better  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  cooperatives  and 
the  corporations  than  was  indicated 
today  in  the  Senate. 

I  merely  wish  to  point  out  that  a  cor¬ 
poration  is  a  profitmaking  venture.  A 
corporation,  if  it  is  a  private  utility,  is 
guaranteed  a  profit,  because  the  State 
regulatory  bodies  provide  for  a  certain 
percentage  of  profit  upon  the  invest¬ 
ment  or  upon  the  sales.  Generally  it 
is  upon  the  investment.  Frequently  we 
refer  to  it  as  a  6-percent  rate  of  return 
upon  the  investment.  These  utilities  are 
regulated  for  the  public  interest;  there¬ 
fore  the  rates  are  regulated.  However, 
the  rates  are  regulated,  not  merely  for 
the  benefit  of  the  consumer,  but  also  for 
the  benefit  of  the  corporation.  Thus,  a 
private  utility,  generally  speaking,  when 
under  good  management  does  make  a 
profit;  and,  therefore,  it  pays  a  tax  on 
that  profit.  ■ 

If  an  REA  cooperative  makes  a  profit, 
it  is  used  to  retire  the  debt  or  the  loan 
from  the  REA  Administration  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  or  the  moneys  are  refunded  in 
terms  of  dividends  to  the  individual 
members.  All  of  this  is  recorded  in  the 
Treasury  Department,  and  all  of  it  is 
subject  to  income  tax. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  this  statement 
so  we  may  have  a  better  balanced  record 
as  to  rural  electric  cooperatives  and  pri¬ 
vate  utilities.  There  is  plenty  of  room 
in  the  economy  for  both ;  and  in  a  great 
many  areas  both  get  along  very  well.  I 
repeat  that  my  State  of  Minnesota  has 
set  a  very  good  example.  At  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  we  have  a  number  of  coopera¬ 
tives  which  are  working  in  close  coordi¬ 
nation  with  one  of  our  large  utilities — 
namely,  Northern  States  Power  Co. — in, 
an  effort  to  expand  the  electrical  energy 
service  in  the  rural  areas.  When  they 
are  better  managed  and  better  served, 
everyone  benefits — the  cooperatives  and 
their  members,  the  rural  users  of  the 
REA  energy,  the  Northern  States  Power 
Co.  and  its  investors,  and  the  people  and 
the  communities  they  serve.  So  I  am 
happy  and  proud  to  be  able  to  say  that 
some  of  the  problems  discussed  here  at 
some  length  can  be  overcome  by  im¬ 
proved  cooperation  and  understanding 
between  the  respective  groups. 

I .  wish  to  endorse,  once  again,  and 
commend  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  its  most  valuable  serv¬ 
ice  to  the  American  economy.  We  must 
remember  that  REA  benefits  both  farm¬ 
ers,  manufacturers  of  electric  appli¬ 
ances,  and  the  total  economy;  and  it 
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surely  benefits  the  communities  in  which 
the  REA  cooperatives  are  to  be  found. 

For  every  dollar  invested  in  an  REA 
cooperative,  $6  to  $8  are  invested  or  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  users  of  electrical  energy 
in  utility  or  electrical  appliances  of  the 
sort  we  use  in  our  homes  and  in  business. 
This  has  been  good  business  for  every¬ 
one  concerned;  and  the  record  of  repay¬ 
ment  is  outstanding. 

Mr.  President,  just  this  week,  President 
Kennedy  reminded  us,  when  he  spoke  at 
Grand  Forks,  that  the  REA  program  is 
not  completed.  He  spoke,  as  we  know,  on 
“the  charter  of  the  new  farm  goal,  parity 
of  opportunity.”  The  President  outlined 
certain  matters  relating  to  the  REA.  He 
said: 

We  are  seeking,  in  short,  true  parity  of 
opportunity,  but  it  will  not  come  overnight. 
To  achieve  it  will  require  a  new  impetus  in 
electrification  development,  new  starts  in  our 
multipurpose  dam  programs,  and  new  and 
greater  use  of  our  land,  water,  timber  and 
wildlife  resources. 

The  repayment  record  of  the  REA  sys¬ 
tem  has  been  outstanding,  and  the  qual¬ 
ity  and  dependability  of  the  electric  serv¬ 
ice  it  provides  is  outstanding.  But  if  the 
REA’s  are  to  be  able  to  take  advantage 
of  the  technological  improvements  in  the 
generation  and  the  interconnection  of 
transmission  lines,  they  must  be  allowed 
the  loans  required  in  order  to  make  addi¬ 
tional  investments  to  keep  their  electric 
power  costs  in  line  with  those  in  the 
populous  metropolitan  centers. 

Again,  Mr.-President,  I  say  that  the 
REA  has  been  good  for  the  country.  The 
services  provided  by  the  REA  have  bene¬ 
fited  the  entire  economy. 


THE  USE  OF  EDIBLE  OILS  FOR 
CHARITABLE  PURPOSES 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  comment  today  on  a  charitable 
and  humanitarian  program  which  makes 
use  of  our  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties.  This  program  was  twice  enacted  by 
the  Congress  and  now  is  more  important 
than  ever  because  this  year  we  have  the 
largest  surplus  of  edible  vegetable  oils  in 
^history. 

>1  should  like  to  read  what  President 
Kennedy  said  on  October  2,  1960,  in  St. 
PauhJVIinn. : 

I  dontt  think  we  should  use  food  as  a  weap¬ 
on  for  wfcr.  I  think  we  should  hold  out  the 
hand  of  ffltendship  and  I  think  the  bread  we 
float  upon^Uie  water  will  come  back  to  us 
many,  manyVmes  over  in  the  coming  years. 

Here’s  an  example  of  how  we  can  help  our 
friends  abroad  Imd  also  our  farmers :  The 
Democratic  Confess  in  1958  specifically 
passed  a  law  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  buy  nym -produced  fats  and 
oils  for  relief  feedingaabroad.  Hie  church 
organizations  of  all  farttis  have  repeatedly 
requested  Mr.  Benson  foAsome  fats  and  oils 
to  be  used  as  part  of  their  programs  all  over 
the  world.  They  donate  theiu-  time  and  ef¬ 
fort  to  distributing  these  fo^ds.  But  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  consistently  re¬ 
fused  to  implement  the  will  of  Confess. 

I  think  the  next  President  of  tne  United 
States  and  the  next  administratioNshould 
inaugurate  a  program  of  buying  soybean  oil 
and  cottonseed  oil  and  lard  for  relief  seed¬ 
ing  abroad,  and  I  would  do  this  before  In¬ 
vest  time  when  the  farmers  have  soybeans 
to  sell.  \ 
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serve  contracts. 


SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  By  a  vote  of  74  to  5,  passed  with  amend¬ 

ments  this  bill,  H.  R.  6754  (pp.  17407-23).  Conferees  were  appointed  (p.  17423) 
By  a  vote  of  20  to  59,  rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Mundt  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  extend  until  December  31,  1965,  conservation  reserve  contracts 
expiring  on  December  31,  1963  or  December  31,  1964  (pp.  17407-21). 

2.  WMAT;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Young  (N.D.)  favored  and  Sen.  Proxmire  opposed  t\je 
Tale  of  U.  S.  wheat  to  Russia  and  inserted  items  in  support  of  their  positio 
Sen.  Young  contended  that  "Most  people  seem  to  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
it  does  not  make  sense  for  the  United  States  alone  to  withhold  the  sale  of  its 
surplus  food  commodities  to  these  Communist-bloc  countries  while  our  allies  are 
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willing  to  provide  them  with  all  they  need."  Sen.  Proxmire  stated  that  "thi 
is  a  most  eloquent  commentary  on  our  weakness  and  blindness  in  preparing  tc 
provide  assistance  to  the  Soviet  Union  in  its  serious  economic  need,  a  sale 
of  wheat  to  the  Soviet  Union  when  they  constitute  the  greatest  threat  t/  our 
freedom."  pp.  17374-5,  17384 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  the  Committees  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and 
Foreign  Relations  "met  informally  in  executive  session  to  discuss  farther  the 
matter  of  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  abroad.  Participating 
in  today's  session  were  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary 
of  Commence  Luther  H.  Hodges,  and  Under  Secretary  of  State  George  W.  Ball." 
p.  D757 


3.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY-  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  editorial  and  hi4  letter,  in  answer 
to  a  critical \etter  from  the  Wise,  Dairies  Cooperative /cinalyzing  and  support¬ 
ing  enactment  o\his  proposed  dairy  bill,  S.  1915.  pp/  17378,  17382-3 


4.  USER  CHARGES;  WAREHCNJSE  ACT.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to 
amend  the  U.  S.  Warehouse  Act  so  as  to  authorize  charges  for  annual  renewal  of~ 
licenses  of  warehousemen  storing  agricultural  commodities;  to  Agriculture  and.. 
Forestry  Committee.  p.\L7370 


5.  FORESTRY.  Received  from  Inferior  a  proposed /ill  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  accept  the  transfer  of  cer/ain  national  forest  lands  in  Cocke 
County,  Tenn. ,  for  purposes  or^the  Foothflls  Parkway;  to  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee,  p.  17370 


6.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES  Both  Houses  re^g^ved  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  examination 
of  the  semi-annual  consolidated  report  of  balances  of  foreign  currencies  ac¬ 


quired  without  payment  of  dollar* 


of  June  30,  1962,  prepared  by  the 


Treasury  Department,  pp.  17367/17370 


7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Proxmire  stated  that  "wftet  we  need  in  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  are  tests  of  the  possible  concrete  returns  which  we  can  obtain  from  loans 
and  grants  made  overseas,/  and  inserted  an  article  critical  of  foreign  aid  to 
Guinea,  p.  17374 

Sens.  Saltonstall  atfcl  McGee  inserted  and  conmtended  articles  supporting 
continued  foreign  aid^to  Yugoslavia,  pp.  17395-6\  17401-2 


8.  NOMINATION.  Received  the  nomination  of  Dr.  Robert  S.NMorison  to  be  a  member  of 
the  National  Science  Board,  National  Science  Foundation  p.  17443 


9.  NUCLEAR  TEST  TREATY.  Sen.  Church  inserted  several  editorials  in  support 

of  the  nuclear  test  ban  treaty,  pp.  17375-7 


10.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Began  debate  on  the  amendment  of  Sen.  Humphrey  JSfor  himself  and 
Sens.  Mansfield  and  Dirksen)  to  S.  3369,  a  private  relief  bill,\to  extend  the 
Civil  Rights  Commission  for  one  year,  until  Sept.  30,  1964.  pp.\7380-l, 

1742/-33,  17435-42 


HOUSE 


11. /ASSISTANT  SECRETARY.  The  Agriculture  Committee  submitted  a  report  of  the> 
minority  views  on  H.  R.  3850,  to  establish  an  additional  office  of  Assist; 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  (H.  Rept.  751).  p.  17367 


12.  WHEAT  CLEARS.  Rep.  O'Hara  (Mich.)  criticized  and  urged  a  halt  to  the  sale  of 
wheat  "clears"  under  Public  Law  480,  and  contended  that  the  export  of  this 
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To  Hon.  Estes  Kefauver,  U.S.  Senator 
.  Presentation  of  this  scroll  is  made  for  an 
Nitstanding  record  of  distinguished  service 
aNi  U.S.  Senator  in — 

Aihering  steadfastly  to  the  principles  of 
repr^entative  government; 

Renoering  highly  constructive  services  to 
the  peopfie  of  Tennessee,  faithfully  and  vig¬ 
orously  rapresenting  their  ideals  and  objec¬ 
tives  and  iNking  many  important  contribu¬ 
tions  to  w^fore,  progress,  and  betterment 
of  that  State;^i 

Standing  foAh  as  a  fighting  champion 
of  true  democracy  to  make  and  keep  our 
Government  "of  t\e  people,  by  the  people, 
and  for  the  peopleN-and  striving  also  un¬ 
tiringly  for  the  benefit  of  all  mankind  to 
bring  about  advancement  of  peace,  freedom, 
justice,  and  a  better  wN  of  life  in  all  na¬ 
tions  of  the  world;  \ 

In  dedicating  his  life  wOBt  to  the  cause 
of  humanity,  to  the  firm  Nnviction  that 
every  man  is  his  brother,  thAk  government 
should  protect  the  helpless  we3k  from  the 
selfish  strong,  that  laws  must  Nerve  the 
greatest  good  for  the  greatest  number; 

In  living  daily  his  love  and  faith  r^r  God, 
for  country,  for  family,  and  for  fellownaen — 
a  stranger  to  anger,  hate  or  selfishness,  a 
modern  apostle  of  gentleness,  patience,  kind¬ 
liness,  tolerance,  and  warmth;  \ 

In  establishing  a  brilliant  record,  to  long' 
endure,  of  high  public  service  as  a  great 
American,  a  great  Senator,  a  great  Christian, 
a  great  crusader  against  evils  and  in¬ 
justices — a  great  man  of  unwaivering  honesty 
and  integrity,  unfaltering  courage  and  en- 
ergy,  yet  humble  and  modest  in  his  great¬ 
ness,  who  asks  of  life  but  the  simple  priv¬ 
ilege  of  continuing  to  love  and  work  as  a 
good  friend,  a  good  neighbor,  a  good  and 
useful  public  servant  of  each  and  every 
American,  and  of  all  people  of  this  earth. 

(Text  of  this  scroll  was  prepared  by 
Charles  Kress,  former  mayor  of  Binghamton, 
N.Y.,  a  close  friend  of  Senator  Kefauver,  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  Senator  in  the  Senate 
Crime  Investigation  Committee,  for  presen¬ 
tation  to  Senator  Kefauver  on  his  60th 
birthday,  July  26,  1963.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  closed. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1964 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Now 
that  morning  business  has  been  con¬ 
cluded,  the  Senate,  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  of  Thursday, 
September  26,  1963,  will  resume  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  House  bill  6754,  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  for  1964. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri- 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
amendment  No.  197  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  MundtI.  On  this 
amendment  there  is  a  limit  of  3  hours 
on  the  debate,  to  be  equally  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  two  sides. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and 
request  that  the  time  used  for  the  call 
of  the  roll  be  not  charged  to  the  time 
available  to  either  side. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  1964,  and  ask  that  it  be 
stated  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  38, 
between  lines  5  and  6,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  a  new  section  as  follows : 

Sec.  608.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  authorized  to  extend  until  December  31, 
1965,  any  conservation  reserve  contract  (au¬ 
thorized  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank 
Act)  which  is  scheduled  to  expire  either  on 
December  31,  1963,  or  December  31,  1964,  if 
the  producer  concerned  makes  application 
for  such  extension  in  accordance  with  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  is  simple  and  clear.  A  read¬ 
ing  of  the  amendment  virtually  explains 
what  is  involved  and  comprises  its  own 
argument  for  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  It  deals  with  an  emergency  in  the 
farm  belt.  That  is  the  reason  I,  in  con¬ 
junction  with  my  11  cosponsors,  have 
brought  it  up  in  connection  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  appropriation  bill,  1964.  If  the 
problem  is  to  be  met  at  all,  the  amend¬ 
ment  provides  a  solution  to  an  emer¬ 
gency  which  exists  as  of  today. 

The  amendment  should  have  special 
appeal  to  two  groups  of  Senators.  First, 
it  should  appeal  to  those  representing 
agriculture  areas,  because  it  deals  with 
a  problem  existing  in  the  farm  belt. 

Second,  it  should  appeal  to  Senators— 
and  I  hope  that  that  would  comprise  the 
vast  majority  of  Senators — who  are  in¬ 
terested  in  sound  fiscal  policies  and  in 
economy,  because  by  the  amendment  we 
could  save  more  than  $150  million  to  the 
American  taxpayer  by  continuing  in  the 
acreage  reserve  acres  which  would  other¬ 
wise  go  into  production,  and  by  going  in¬ 
to  production,  would  comprise  a  new 
burden  on  the  taxpayer  in  payment  of 
storage  and  price  supports  of  more  than 
$253  million.  Since  a  continuation  of 
the  present  acreage  reserve  in  this  area 
would  involve  a  cost  of  about  $100  mil¬ 
lion,  there  would  be  a  clearcut  savings 
of  more  than  $153  million  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayers  through  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 

Approximately  7,400,000  acres  would 
come  out  of  the  soil  bank  as  of  December 
31  of  this  year  unless  the  amendment 
were  adopted.  Approximately  3  million 
additional  acres  would  be  taken  out  of 
the  soil  bank  next  year,  so  that  during 
the  2  years  covered  by  my  amendment, 


10  million  acres  now  locked  in  the  soil 
bank  would  move  back  into  production 
in  the  crop  years  of  1964  and  1965  unless 
the  amendment  were  adopted. 

We  confront  an  extremely  serious 
situation  from  the  standpoint  of  wheat 
surpluses  and  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
wheat  program.  Senators  are  aware  of 
the  fact  that  at  present  there  is  no  work¬ 
able  wheat  program,  in  this  country  and 
that  none  is  apparently  contemplated  for 
action  by  Congress  this  year.  As  a  result 
of  the  farmers  emphatically  turning 
down  the  so-called  wheat  referendum, 
they  rejected  the  only  program  that 
Congress  had  provided  for  them  which 
would  move  in  the  direction  of  a  restric¬ 
tion  of  surpluses  and  adequate  payments 
to  the  American  wheat  farmer. 

I  speak  now  first  about  the  concern 
that  Senators  who  represent  farmers  in 
this  great  body  should  have.  As  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  that  situation  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  farmers,  the  average 
wheat  price  as  of  August  15  of  this  year 
was  $1.77  a  bushel  received  by  the 
farmers.  On  August  15,  1962,  the  farm¬ 
ers  were  receiving  an  average  price  of 
$1.99.  So  there  has  been  a  decline  of  22 
cents  a  bushel  on  the  average  in  what 
the  American  wheat  former  is  receiving 
for  his  product. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to 
the  fact  that  the  average  effective  parity 
price  for  wheat  for  August  15,  1963,  was 
$2.51.  For  many  years  in  this  body 
Senators  have  talked  about  getting  parity 
for  the  American  farmer.  Sometimes  we 
have  enacted  legislation  in  an  effort  to 
achieve  90  percent  of  parity  for  the 
American  farmer.  But  when  he  is  being 
paid  $1.77  a  bushel,  obviously  he  is 
neither  getting  parity,  90  percent  of 
parity,  nor  any  reasonable  approximate 
price  with  any  rational  relationship  to 
parity. 

The  amendment  would  not  directly 
affect  what  I  am  about  to  point  out;  but, 
incidentally,  unless  a  new  wheat  program 
is  adopted,  and  unless  something  is  done 
by  Congress  to  meet  the  challenge  of  the 
fact  that  we  are  going  into  a  crop  year 
with  no  effective  wheat  program,  it  is 
accurately  reported  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  that  the  price  for  wheat 
a  year  from  now  is  likely  to  be  $1.10  a 
bushel  or  $1.25  per  bushel. 

What  effect  would  the  amendment 
have  on  the  production  of  wheat,  on  the 
prices  received  by  wheat  farmers,  and 
on  the  impending  surpluses  which  have 
already  attained  an  unmanageable  size? 
This  year  wheat  production  is  on  the 
average  4  percent  higher  than  a  year 
ago.  In  part,  that  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
Congress  failed  to  act  soon  enough  in 
connection  with  the  soil  bank  acres  which 
went  out  of  the  soil  bank  and  into  pro¬ 
duction  a  year  ago.  At  that  time  the 
soil  bank  program  should  have  been  ex¬ 
tended.  Ultimately  it  was  extended,  but 
not  soon  enough  to  prevent  farmers  from 
beginning  to  plow  back  into  production 
the  acres  about  which  they  were  uncer¬ 
tain  at  that  time.  As  a  consequence, 
about  half  of  the  1,400,000  soil  bank  acres 
-which  had  expiring  contracts  a  year 
ago — approximately  700,000  acres — came 
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back  into  production  this  year  and  con¬ 
tributed,  of  course,  to  the  4-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  overall  wheat  production  which 
has  taken  place. 

Unless  action  is  taken  now,  a  substan¬ 
tial  portion  of  the  7,500,000  acres  which 
are  locked  into  the  soil  bank  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  will  go  back  into  production. 
Every  day  farmers  are  plowing  up  soil 
bank  acres  because  they  have  no  assure 
ance  that  the  program  will  be  extended, 
and  that  they  can  retain  their  acres  in 
that  status. 

Farming  is  a  seasonal  business.  When 
farmers  conclude  one  harvest,  they  start 
planning  for  their  spring  work  and  for 
next  year’s  harvest. 

As  a  consequence,  since  the  harvest  is 
over  and  Congress  has  failed  to  act  to 
extend  the  soil  bank  acres,  every  day  we 
delay  sees  acres  somewhere  in  this  coun¬ 
try  plowed  under  and  put  back  into  pro¬ 
duction  or  back  into  overproduction. 
This  constitutes  the  urgency  which 
impelled  us  to  offer  the  amendment  to 
the  pending  bill.  If  we  delay  a  week,  2 
weeks,  3  weeks,  or  a  month,  we  aggravate 
the  problem  of  agricultural  surpluses 
that  much,  as  farmers  individually  re¬ 
turn  their  acres  to  production,  because 
they  cannot  longer  wait. 

Many  soil  bank  acres  have  been 
planted  into  broom  grass  and  into  other 
vegetation  which  is  necessary  to  plow 
under  in  the  fall  in  order  for  farmers  to 
cultivate  those  acres  in  the  spring.  If 
the  farmer  waits  until  spring  to  plow 
them  under  he  will  have  a  tangled  mess 
of  weeds  and  vegetation,  which  will  make 
cultivation  of  the  soil  unprofitable,  if  not 
impossible.  For  that  reason  farmers  can 
no  longer  wait  to  make  plans  for  next 
year’s  crop.  They  must  decide  now 
whether  to  plow  the  acres  this  fall  for 
next  year’s  crop  or  whether  to  retain 
them  in  a  soil  bank  status.  Obviously 
there  is  no  inducement  to  retain  them  in 
a  soil  bank  status  as  they  see  the  date  of 
December  31  of  this  year  staring  them  in 
the  face  with  an  automatic  expiration  on 
the  acres. 

Many  of  such  acres  are  in  the  fine 
wheat-producing  areas  of  the  country. 
Unless  we  act  now,  many  of  those  acres 
will  be  plowed  under  in  the  next  few  days 
or  in  the  next  few  weeks  and  made  ready 
for  wheat  production  to  increase  even 
further  the  present  great  wheat  surplus. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  a  ques¬ 
tion;  and  if  I  may  I  should  also  like  to 
have  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland], 

It  is  my  understanding  that  under  the 
conservation  reserve  program  of  a  few 
years  ago  nearly  30  million  acres  were 
contracted,  under  what  is  known  as  sub¬ 
title  “B”  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  at  a  price 
of  about  $12  to  $13  an  acre.  At  that 
time,  under  the  farm  program  then  exv- 
isting,  we  were  inducing  the  fanners  to 
take  acres  out  of  production,  which  cost 
us  $40  an  acre. 

My  question  is,  How  many  acres  are 
under  the  conservation  reserve  contract 
plan?  What  did  it  cost  per  acre?  Has 
not  the  plan  worked  successfully,  com¬ 


pared  with  the  cost  of  other  plans  which 
have  been  offered?  Can  the  Senator 
give  me  information  on  that  point? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  shall  be  glad  to  make 
an  off-the-cuff  reply  and  then  yield 
to  my  distinguished  friend  from  Flor¬ 
ida,  who  has  the  advantage  of  commit¬ 
tee  counsel  by  his  side,  who  can  correct 
any  inadvertent  misstatements  I  may 
make. 

I  believe  the  average  cost  was  closer 
to  $13  or  $14  an  acre,  instead  of  $12  or 
$13,  but  that  is  comparatively  imma¬ 
terial. 

The  plan  has  worked  successfully,  be¬ 
cause  it  has  kept  out  of  production  a 
great  many  fertile  acres  which  other¬ 
wise  would  have  been  in  production, 
which  would  have  been  under  our  price 
support  program,  and  ultimately  under 
some  program  of  governmental  storage, 
at  a  high  cost  to  the  American  tax¬ 
payer. 

I  believe  that  is  the  reason  why  the 
soil  bank  itself  was  ultimately  stopped 
from  further  expansion.  It  was  not  fail¬ 
ing  to  work  well  from  the  standpoint 
of  controlling  production.  It  was  not 
failing  to  work  well  so  far  as  saving  the 
taxpayers’  money  is  concerned.  But  it 
tended  to  proliferate  itself  greatly  in  cer¬ 
tain  areas  of  the  country,  so  that  small 
communities  and  small  cities  dependent 
upon  rural  trade  found  themselves  in 
an  economic  squeeze,  because  their  farm¬ 
er  customers  were  locking  their  soil  into 
the  soil  bank  areas  and  consequently 
were  not  living  on  the  farms  and  were 
therefore  not  available  for  continued 
trade  in  the  little  commercial  centers 
catering  to  rural  people.  I  believe  that 
is  the  reason  why  it  was  not  expanded 
beyond  the  point  where  it  finally  stopped. 

There  are  in  the  instant  case  some  10 
million  acres  involved.  There  is  no  pro¬ 
test  from  rural  communities  that  the 
land  should  go  back  into  production,  be¬ 
cause  this  does  not  involve  an  expansion 
of  acres  in  any  specific  area  but  would 
provide  for  a  stabilization  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  and  would  prevent  a  return  to  pro¬ 
duction  of  these  acres  for  at  least  2  years. 
It  would  be  hoped  that  during  those  2 
years  Congress  might  evolve  and  approve 
some  kind  of  agricultural  program  which 
would  prove  acceptable  to  the  farmers 
and  acceptable  to  the  country  economi¬ 
cally. 

I  am  happy  now  to  yield  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  chairman  of  the 
Agricultural  Subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  friend,  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  for  yielding. 

I  understood  that  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  wished  specific  information  as  to 
the  amount  of  acreage  coming  out  of  the 
conservation  part  of  the  soil  bank  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  end  of  this  year,  December 
31,  1963,  and  at  the  end  of  next  year, 
December  31,  1964.  Figures  furnished 
me  by  counsel  for  our  committee  are  as 
follows:  At  the  end  of  this  year,  7.4  mil¬ 
lion  acres  will  come  out  of  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program  and  at  the  end  of 
next  year — or  December  31,  1964 — 3,348,- 
160  acres  will  come  out  from  under  con¬ 
tract.  That  makes  a  total  of  some  10.75 
million  acres  which  will  emerge  from  the 
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conservation  reserve  program  either  at 
the  end  of  this  year  or  at  the  end  of  next 
year. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  will  be  the  re¬ 
maining  acreage  in  the  program  after 
the  nearly  11  million  acres  come  out? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  While  the  counsel 
for  the  committee  is  looking  up  that  in¬ 
formation,  I  will  give  the  figures  as  to 
cost,  because  I  believe  the  Senator’s  in¬ 
terest  is  not  limited  to  acreage,  but  also 
includes  cost.  Assuming  that  practically 
all  the  acreage  would  continue  in  this 
program,  because  the  land-use  require¬ 
ment  rate  under  the  new  law  enacted  last 
year,  which  is  now  in  operation,  is  only 
about  half — about  $6  to  $7  an  acre  as 
compared  to  $13  an  acre  under  the  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program — the  total 
amount  for  the  2-year  extension  for  the 
acreage  coming  out  at  the  end  of  this 
year  and  for  the  1-year  extension  for 
the  acreage  coming  out  at  the  end  of 
next  year  would  be  about  $211  million. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  in  fur¬ 
ther  answer  to  the  Senator’s  request 
about  the  number  of  acres  presently 
locked  in  the  soil  bank,  24,957,000  acres 
are  in  the  soil  bank,  some  10  million  of 
which  are  involved  in  this  discussion. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  This  would  take  out 
11  million  acres,  leaving  about  14  mil¬ 
lion  acres. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  If  the  Senate  should  not 
agree  to  the  amendment,  the  acreage 
would  be  reduced  to  about  15  million. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  would  mean  an 
end  to  the  program,  practically. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  An  end  for  everything 
except  15  million  acres;  the  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Let  me  change  my 
figure  from  $211  million  to  $219  million 
as  the  estimated  amount  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  embraced  under  the  amendment 
would  cost.  The  acreage  figures  that  I 
gave  at  the  beginning  are  the  correct 
figures. 

The  figures  as  to  the  acreage  that 
would  remain  under  the  program  after 
December  31,  1964,  are  set  forth  in  the 
compilation  found  on  page  34  of  the  Serr¬ 
ate  hearings  on  S.  1588.  They  are  as 
follows : 

At  the  end  of  1965,  the  number  of  acres  to 
be  released,  547,827. 

In  1966,  1,973,950. 

At  the  end  of  1967,  1,360,675. 

At  the  end  of  1968,  6,489,562. 

In  1969,  3,714,363. 

There  is  a  final  release  of  9,859  acres 
in  1970. 

I  have  not  been  able  speedily  to  add 
those  figures,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  total  would  be  somewhere  between 
13  and  15  million  acres. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  allow  me 
to  ask  the  Senator  from  Florida  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  still  neces¬ 
sary — 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,'  since 
the  Senate  is  proceeding  on  a  time  divi¬ 
sion,  may  I  ask  that  this  time  be  divided 
equally  between  both  sides? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  perfectly  will¬ 
ing  to  have  that  done. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  inadvisable 
to  allow  this  program  to  run  to  an  end, 
as  is  now  being  done,  with  acreage  being 
taken  out  this  year? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  one  of  the 
controversial  subjects  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  A 
program  has  been  presented  to  that  com¬ 
mittee  under  the  title  of  S.  1588,  which 
has  been  heard  by  our  subcommittee  in 
that  committee.  Hearings  were  com¬ 
pleted  and  printed  as  of  September  6. 
That  bill  should  shortly  be  before  the 
Senate. 

I  understand  that  an  identical  bill  is 
before  the  House  committee.  I  am  not 
able  to  report  the  progress  there. 

Several  questions  are  in  issue.  One  is 
whether  or  not  the  price  prevailing  in 
the  conservation  reserve  program  should 
be  continued  as  a  public  burden  to  be  paid 
for  the  removal  of  this  acreage,  much  of 
which  is  not  prime  producing  acreage. 

I  have  already  stated  for  the  Record 
that  under  the  land-use  program  adopted 
last  year,  and  which  is  now  applicable, 
less  than  1  million  acres  have  been  re¬ 
tired,  at  a  little  more  than  $6  per  acre. 
Of  course,  there  are  many  who  think  that 
program  should  be  expanded  and  be  more 
fully  used.  It  makes  for  an  unfair  dif¬ 
ferentiation  for  the  owners  of  exactly 
similar  parcels  of  land  to  have  one  con¬ 
tract  under  which  they  are  paid  at  the 
rate  of  $13  to  $14  an  acre,  and  to  be 
paid,  under  the  provisions  of  the  present 
law,  about  half  that  much. 

There  is  another  controversy,  and  that 
is  as  to  the  use  to  which  this  land  should 
be  put.  The  major  controversy  in  this 
respect  is  whether  it  should  be  available 
for  grazing  or  making  hay.  All  the  cat¬ 
tle  industries,  and  I  think  the  allied  in¬ 
dustries,  are  very  much  against  it,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  thought  that  it  would  only 
encourage  a  surplus  in  the  production  of 
red  meat.  Other  groups  are  for  the  pro¬ 
posal.  That  is  one  of  the  subjects  which 
I  understand  is  highly  controversial  un¬ 
der  S.  1588,  which  is  pending  in  the 
committee. 

My  distinguished  colleague  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  has  just  entered  the  Cham¬ 
ber.  He  is  thoroughly  familiar  with  the 
problem.  If  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  will  permit  me  to  do  so,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  him  at  this  time  for  such 
comment  as  he  may  wish  to  make. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to 
him,  since  I  have  the  floor,  but  the  time 
should  be  charged  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator,  I  am  still  willing  to 
have  the  time  divided,  as  I  understand 
the  Senator  previously  suggested  it  be  di¬ 
vided,  50-50. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  does  not  take  much  time.  That 
arrangement  is  satisfactory  to  me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  only  regret  that 
there  was  no  opportunity  to  discuss  this 
proposal  in  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  is  a  very  effective  member 
of  the  committee.  He  discussed  other 


subjects  and  amendments.  For  some 
reason  sufficient  to  him,  he  has  not  seen 
fit  to  offer  the  completely  legislative  ap¬ 
proach  to  this  appropriation  bill  until 
after  the  bill  has  come  to  the  floor  and 
is  now  pending.  I  regret  that  he  did  not 
bring  it  up  in  committee,  where  we  could 
also  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  views 
of  other  committee  members. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  am  sure  the  Senate 
will  have  the  benefit  of  the  views  of 
other  committee  members  during  the 
debate  on  the  floor.  Since  this  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  great  concern  to  Senators  repre¬ 
senting  urban  areas,  where  the  farm 
economy  is  a  primary  element,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  thought  it  would 
be  an  effective  procedure  to  offer  the  pro¬ 
posal  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  this  problem  has  concerned 
most  persons  in  this  country,  and  partic¬ 
ularly  farm  organizations.  Every  ma¬ 
jor  farm  organization,  including  the 
Farmers’  Union,  the  Grange,  and  the 
Farm  Bureau  Federation,  has  recom¬ 
mended  that  65  million  acres  be  retired. 
They  have  proposed  different  plans,  but 
in  connection  with  the  amount  of  acre¬ 
age  to  be  retired  they  have  arrived  at 
about  the  same  total. 

Some  Members  of  Congress  have  been 
trying  for  years  to  obtain  action  on  what 
is  to  be  done  with  acreage  coming  out  of 
the  soil  bank.  It  has  been  in  the  soil 
bank  for  several  years,  and  is  more  fer¬ 
tile  now  than  when  it  went  into  the  pro¬ 
gram.  It  does  not  make  sense  to  put 
it  back  into  production.  Much  of  it  is 
being  plowed  now  for  next  year’s  crop. 
If  this  program  is  continued,  we  shall 
end  with  bigger  production,  and  we  have 
have  to  do  something  about  it. 

About  a  year  ago  we  obtained  action, 
in  conference  with  the  House,  to  take 
care  of  land  coming  out  of  the  soil  bank 
program,  with  the  commitment  by  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
that  this  subject  would  be  taken  up  im¬ 
mediately  when  this  Congress  convened 
9  months  ago.  He  has  been  trying  to 
obtain  action,  but  somehow  we  have  not 
been  able  to  get  it.  In  the  meantime  this 
land  is  coming  back  into  production,  and 
it  will  destroy  our  whole  program  of  try¬ 
ing  to  curtail  production. 

I  think  there  should  be  in  the  Record 
a  table  which  appeared  on  page  6  of  the 
Senate  Agricultural  Committee  hearings 
on  S.  1588,  giving  the  number  of  acres 
in  each  State  now  in  the  soil  bank.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  table 
be  made  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Conservation  reserve  acreage  under  contract, 
Jan.  1,  1963  1 

Acreage  under 
contract 1 


Alabama - 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California — - 

Colorado _ 

_  391,000 

_  2, 000 

_  526, 000 

_  174, 000 

_  1,165,000 

. 4,000 

_  17, 000 

Florida - 

_  214, 000 

_  1,021,000 

Idaho _ 

.  _  250, 000 

Conservation  reserve  acreage  under  contract, 
Jan.  1,  1963  1 — Continued 


Acreage  under 
contract 1 


Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

4Ra  non 

Iowa _  _ 

Kansas  _ _ _ 

Kentucky  __ _ _ 

Louisiana _  _ 

Maine  .  _ 

Maryland.  _  _ 

Massachusetts _ 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

2 ififi  non 

Missouri  . _ 

73A  non 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire  _ 

New  Jersey  _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York 

North  Carolina. 

North  Dakota 

Ohio _ 

Oklahoma  _ 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina.. 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Vermont  _  _ 

Virginia--  im’nnn 

Washington  . 

West  Virginia 
Wisconsin. 

Wyoming  _ _ 

Total -  24,957,000 

1  Includes  1963  1-year  extensions  of  701,- 
000  acres. 

2  500  acres  or  less. 

Mr.  MUNDT  subsequently  said :  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  immediately 
after  the  chart  which  was  inserted  in  the 
Record  by  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young],  showing  the  conser¬ 
vation  acreage  to  be  released  on  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1963,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Conservation  reserve  acreage  to  be  released 
Dec.  31,1963i 

Acreage  to  be 
released  1 


Alabama -  66,  000 

Arizona _  i(  000 

Arkansas -  177,  000 

California -  89,  000 

Colorado -  154,  000 

Connecticut _  2,  000 

Delaware _ 1 _  8,  000 

Florida -  12,  000 

Georgia _  93,  000 

Idaho _  90,  000 

Illinois _  266,  000 

Indiana _  258,  000 

Iowa _  347,  000 

Kansas _ . _  358,  000 

Kentucky _  166,000 

Louisiana _  48,  000 

Maine _ - _  22,  000 

Maryland _  40,  000 

Massachusetts _  1,  000 

Michigan _  265,  000 

Minnesota _  587,  000 

Mississippi -  115,  000 

Missouri _  284,  000 

Montana _  149,  000 

Nebraska _  339,  000 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Conservation  reserve  acreage  to  be  released 
Dec.  31, 1963  ' — Continued 


Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire. 

New  Jersey - 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York - 

North  Carolina. 
North  Dakota.  _ 

Ohio _ 

Oklahoma - 

Oregon - 

Pennsylvania — 
Rhode  Island.. 
South  Carolina. 
South  Dakota— 

Tennessee - 

Texas - 

Utah _ 

Vermont - 

Virginia - 

Washington - 

West  Virginia— 

Wisconsin - 

Wyoming - 


Acreage  to  be 
released 1 

0 

1,000 
26,  000 

_  24, 000 

_  138, 000 

_  64, 000 

_  555, 000 

_  235, 000 

_  358, 000 

_  82, 000 

143,  000 

- -  (2) 

_  50,  000 

_  434, 000 

_  148, 000 

_  691, 000 

_  56, 000 

_  4, 000 

_  39, 000 

_  112,000 

_  21,000 

_  281,000 

_  32, 000 


Total _  7,421,000 

1  Includes  1963  1-year  extensions  of  701,000 
acres. 

2  500  acres  or  less. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  memory  has  just 
been  refreshed  with  respect  to  the  dis¬ 
cussions  on  this  subject  last  year  and  the 
year  before  last.  I  intend  to  support 
the  Senator  in  his  proposal.  As  has  been 
stated,  it  has  been  proposed  that  the 
conversation  reserve  program  be  built  up 
to  about  60  million  acres,  and  even 
to  80  million  acres,  so  as  to  take  out 
of  production  about  8  percent  of  the 
total  acreage.  The  program  has  not 
been  expensive.  The  cost  of  $13  an  acre 
has  been  mild  compared  with  other 
programs. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
right  on  that  point.  It  is  an  economy 
measure. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  my  opinion  the 
argument  that  farmers  would  be  in¬ 
duced  to  take  the  $6  an  acre  program 
is  not  justified.  If  7  million  acres  are  to 
be  allowed  to  slip  into  production  this 
year,  and  3  million  next  year,  the  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  gone. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  It  will  be  all  gone  but 
15  million  acres. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  This  item  is  so  vital 
from  the  standpoint  of  time  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  cannot  wait  until  next  year.  If 
7  million  acres  are  to  be  plowed  under 
and  put  into  production  this  year,  we 
shall  have  a  graver  problem  to  contend 
with  next  year. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
That  is  a  considerable  source  of  concern. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Has  the  Senator  any 
estimates  as  to  the  amount  involved  in 
the  7  million  acres  on  which  contracts 
probably  would  not  be  extended,  if  his 
amendment  were  adopted?  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota  referred  to  some 
of  the  land  being  plowed  for  next  year’s 
crop. 


Mr.  MUNDT.  We  have  no  estimates 
as  of  now.  I  could  not  find  them  in  the 
hearings  before  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  would  have  an  im¬ 
portant  bearing  on  the  effect  of  this 
amendment.  If  contracts  on  1  million 
acres  are  not  to  be  extended  anyway,  it 
would  mean  that  what  the  Senator  is 
proposing  would  cost  about  $13  million 
less  than  if  every  acre  were  continued 
under  the  program  for  another  2  years. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  All  we  have  are  unas¬ 
sembled  returns  from  the  farm  belt,  from 
farm  organizations,  and  from  farmers 
themselves,  about  land  which  every  day 
is  being  plowed  back.  I  suspect  that' the 
slippage  is  relatively  small  as  of  now, 
because  harvesting  is  just  being  com¬ 
pleted,  but  it  increases  with  every  day  of 
delay. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  satisfied 
that  under  his  proposal  there  would  be 
no  possibility  of  a  substitution  of  acres 
in  these  contracts.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct.  They 
are  the  same  acres. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  would  not  be  possible 
to  put  the  richer  acres  into  production 
and  put  the  leaner  type  of  acres  under 
contract? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

I  now  wish  to  complete  my  presenta¬ 
tion  on  the  amendment. 

Before  the  colloquy  began  I  was  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  acres  which  would  be  released 
if  the  amendment  were  rejected.  They 
are  some  of  the  most  productive  wheat 
acres  in  America.  I  see  in  the  Chamber 
both  Senators  from  North  Dakota.  The 
senior  Senator  has  participated  in  the 
debate.  In  that  State  unless  the  amend¬ 
ment  prevails,  555,000  acres  will  go  back 
into  production  next  spring.  That  is  a 
great  wheat  State. 

In  Kansas,  another  great  wheat 
State — and  it  proudly  carries  on  its  au¬ 
tomobile  license  plates  the  boast  that 
it  is  the  wheat  State  of  America — 
358,000  acres,  practically  all  of  them 
wheat  acres,  will  go  back  into  produc¬ 
tion  next  spring,  and  will  become  a 
charge  against  the  taxpayers,  unless  ac¬ 
tion  is  taken. 

In  another  great  wheat  State,  Ne- 
bi’aska,  339,000  acres  will  go  back  into 
production. 

In  South  Dakota,  which  has  a  great 
acreage  in  diversified  farming,  but  in  the 
western  portion  of  which  there  is  some 
of  the  best  wheat  acres  in  the  world, 
434,000  acres  will  go  back  into  produc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  a  word 
or  two  about  some  of  the  points  brought 
out  in  the  colloquy.  It  is  true  that  dif¬ 
ferent  prices  for  different  acres  have 
been  contracted,  and  that  the  man  who 
will  get  not  quite  as  much  as  someone 
else,  will  be  disenchanted,  although  he 
will  be  inclined  to  continue  to  keep  his 
acreage  locked  in  the  reserve. 

However,  that  is  the  way  our  free  econ¬ 
omy  works.  The  man  who  may  have 
once  bought  General  Motors  stock  at  $50 
a  share  is  unhappy  compared  with  the 
man  who  bought  some  shares  2  weeks 
earlier  for  $40  or  $48  a  share.  If  A 
sells  a  house  for  $10,000  to  B,  who  in 
turn  sells  it  for  $15,000,  A  is  not  very 


happy,  and  feels  that  he  did  not  make 
the  best  bargain. 

However,  the  contracts  have  been  en¬ 
tered  into  voluntarily.  They  were  not 
superimposed  upon  anyone.  This  un¬ 
happiness,  by  the  way,  is  assuaged  by 
the  feeling  that  the  program  should  be 
continued. 

The  reason  why  no  action  has  been 
taken  through  legislative  committees  in 
Congress  is  twofold.  Both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  committees  have  held  some 
hearings  and  some  discussions  of  the 
subject.  There  is  a  body  of  opinion 
which  would  change  the  contractual  ar¬ 
rangement  for  the  soil  bank  acres,  as  the 
Senator  from  Florida  has  pointed  out, 
by  including  the  privilege  of  raising  hay, 
or  putting  the  land  to  pasture,  for  the 
grazing  of  livestock.  Obviously  that 
would  be  only  a  device  to  transfer  the 
cost  of  the  soil  bank  acres  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  which  reaps  the  benefits,  to 
the  livestock  industry,  which  would  suf¬ 
fer  from  what  would  develop  into  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  livestock  products. 

The  livestock  industry  is  one  segment 
of  our  economy  which  has  had  no  price 
supports  and  has  asked  for  none.  The 
industry  has  been  getting  along  fairly 
well  on  its  own  motive  power.  It  seeks 
only  some  kind  of  tariff  protection,  so 
that  it  car.  continue  to  enjoy  the  benefits 
of  its  present  form  of  production. 

If  we  were  to  permit  a  rise  in  livestock 
production,  we  would  generate  an  over¬ 
production  of  livestock,  which  in 'turn 
would  force  the  livestock  industry  to 
come  to  Congress  to  ask  for  assistance. 

Therefore,  no  progress  has  been  made 
in  renewing  the  soil  bank  acres,  with  the 
codicil  attached  that  the  acres  may  be 
used  for  livestock  purposes. 

There  is  another  reason  why  no  bill 
has  been  reported  dealing  with  soil  bank 
acres.  There  is  a  hesitancy  to  bring  an 
agricultural  bill  before  Congress,  because 
if  any  is  reported,  it  will  be  subject  to 
amendment.  The  dairy  producers  are 
interested  in  certain  legislation.  There 
are  several  proposals  dealing  with  the 
wheat  situation.  Farmers  from  the  Cot¬ 
ton  Belt  have  a  bill  they  would  like  to 
have  enacted.  Once  a  bill  dealing  with 
agricultural  legislation  is  brought  to  the 
floor,  it  will  become  subject  to  all  kinds 
of  amendments. 

Therefore  there  has  been  hesitancy  to 
meet  the  emergency  in  this  way.  How¬ 
ever,  we  do  have  an  apportunity  to  vote 
on  the  amendment  at  this  time. 

Concerning  the  cost,  I  point  out  that 
Mr.  Godfrey,  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  testified,  as  shown  on  page  22 
of  the  hearings,  that  roughly  7,400,000 
acres  will  come  out  in  1963,  and  that 
would  be,  as  compared  with  an  extension 
of  the  conservation  reserve,  about  $52 
million  a  year  saved,  which  adds  up  to 
the  $100  million  which  I  stated  earlier 
would  be  saved  to  the  American  tax¬ 
payers  by  the  adoption  of  the  proposed 
amendment. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  sound,  good 
agricultural  legislation  to  adopt  the 
amendment  now,  while  there  is  still  time 
to  prevent  a  major  portion  of  the  acres 
from  slipping  back  into  production. 
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I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 
I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  some  time  to  me? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mtjndt],  In  the  colloquy  of  a  few 
minutes  ago,  the  case  in  favor  of  the 
amendment  was  clearly  stated.  Of  ma¬ 
jor  importance  is  the  point  made  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  North  Dakota,  that 
the  acres  in  the  conservation  reserve,  by 
reason  of  their  having  been  retired,  are 
now  in  an  advanced  state  of  fertility  and, 
if  placed  back  into  cropland,  will  produce 
not  only  their  former  yields  but  will  ac¬ 
tually  increase  in  production.  That  is 
one  point. 

The  second  point,  touched  on  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  is 
that  there  is  no  possibility  for  a  substitu¬ 
tion  of  poor  acres,  under  the  terms  of  the 
amendment.  The  amendment  would 
provide  only  for  a  continuation  of  the 
acres  now  within  the  conservation  reserve 
program. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  It  would  continue  the 
prohibition  against  grazing,  so  that  it 
would  not  work  an  injustice  against  the 
livestock  industry. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  point  can  still  be 
considered  in  separate  legislation  if  de¬ 
sirable. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  This  is  really  a  holding 
operation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  This  is  a  continuation 
of  the  same  program,  with  the  same 
acres  and  with  the  same  prohibition. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Except  for  any  slip¬ 
page  that  may  have  occurred  up  to  now, 
where  farmers  of  my  State  and  those  of 
other  States  have  given  up  hope  of  the 
Congress  acting  in  any  respect  in  this 
field,  and  have  turned  the  plow  to  those 
acres.  Those  acres  will  be  represented 
in  the  slippage. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Yes.  Even  in  that 
connection,  a  farmer  who  has  elected  to 
put  back  the  acres  that  he  has  plowed  up 
can  continue  them  in  the  conservation 
reserve,  because  he  has  not  forfeited 
his  contract.  If  he  elects  to  put  them  to 
grass  or  to  not  put  them  into  produc¬ 
tion,  he  can  continue  to  enjoy  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  2  more  years. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  third  point  I 
wish  to  stress  is,  that  time  is  of  the 
essence.  Farmers  will  have  to  know 
soon,  will  they  not — in  a  matter  of  days? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Precisely. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  They  will  have  to 
know  whether  Congress  will  take  action 
in  that  direction,  because  once  seed  is 
put  into  the  ground  the  farmer  is  com¬ 
mitted  and  is  faced  with  a  financial  loss 
that  may  be  prohibitive.  He  would  not 
be  able  to  turn  back. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  sug¬ 
gesting  that  even  if  the  farmers  should 
seed  the  acres  they  could  plow  them  un¬ 
der,  but  that  the  cost  of  doing  so  would 
be  prohibitive,  so  the  prospect  of  their 
doing  so  is  highly  unlikely. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Exactly. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  situation  is  of  ut¬ 
most  seriousness.  Unless  action  is  tak¬ 
en  by  the  Congress,  a  miscarriage  of  the 
original  purpose  of  the  conservation 
reserve  program  will  result.  Unless  ac¬ 
tion  such  as  that  proposed  by  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  taken,  the  result  will  be  new  and 
increased  troubles  in  another  area,  which 
will  be  infinitely  more  expensive  than  if 
action  is  taken  at  this  time. 

For  these  reasons,  we  should  take  the 
action  proposed,  and  take  it  quickly. 
Therefore,  I  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  appreciate  the  contri¬ 
bution  made  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska.  I  should  like  to  em¬ 
phasize  the  point  he  so  wisely,  properly, 
and  prudently  makes.  By  approving  the 
amendment,  we  shall  in  no  sense  be  bar¬ 
ring  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  or  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  from  coming  forward 
tomorrow  or  next  week,  or  at  any  future 
time,  and  proposing  legislation  to  deal 
with  the  soil  bank  problem.  At  that 
time,  these  acres  will  still  be  countinued 
in  their  soil  bank  status  if  my  amend¬ 
ment  prevails.  If  a  more  acceptable  or 
desirable  program  than  that  which  has 
been  operating  in  the  past  can  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  committee  will  have  the  full 
right  and  authority  to  do  so. 

What  is  proposed  by  the  amendment  is 
merely  a  holding  operation,  which  would 
preserve  the  status  quo.  It  would  con¬ 
tinue  the  land  in  soil  bank  acreage,  so 
that  new  legislation  would  not  come  after 
the  fact;  and  acres  which  had  been  re¬ 
tired  and  reimpregnated  with  great  new 
fertility  and  production  capacities  would 
not  come  into  production  and  add  to  the 
surpluses. 

I  suggest  that  the  opponents  of  the 
amendment,  if  there  be  any — and  I  hope 
there  are  none — will  use  a  part  of  their 
time.  I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  the  unanimous-consent  agreement 
entered  into  by  the  leadership  is  so 
worded  that,  as  I  am  advised,  I  do  not 
have  the  right  to  carry  out  the  uniform 
instructions  given  to  all  subcommittee 
chairmen  by  a  resolution  of  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  to  the  effect 
that  when  a  legislative  amendment  is 
offered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  subcommittee  chairman 
to  raise  a  point  of  order.  It  is  my  present 
understanding  from  the  Parliamentarian 
that  the  wording  of  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  precludes  my  following 
that  course  in  this  particular  instance. 

That  fact,  however,  does  not  change 
the  reason  for  the  adoption  of  that  rule 
by  a  vote  of  the  full  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  The  reason  for  that  rule 
is  that  too  often,  as  in  this  case,  amend¬ 
ments  which  are  legislative  in  character 
are  offered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
without  their  having  been  submitted  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  or  to 
a  subcommittee  of  that  committee;  with¬ 
out  their  having  been  subjected  to  a 
hearing  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations;  and  without  the  enactment  of 
legislation  to  provide  the  course  that  has 
been  suggested  in  the  legislative  amend¬ 
ment.  The  amendment  now  before  the 


Senate  is  an  illustration  of  what  could 
happen  if  such  a  course  were  followed. 

Earlier  this  year,  a  bill,  S.  1588,  was 
introduced.  It  was  proposed  as  a  draft 
bill  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  introduced  as  an  administration 
measure  to  increase  the  pilot  land  use 
program  which  Congress  enacted  a  year 
ago  and  which  is  now  in  effect,  under 
which  less  than  1  million  acres  have  al¬ 
ready  come  under  the  purview  of  that 
land  use  program.  Pursuant  to  the  bid 
basis  provided  therein,  that  acreage  is 
receiving  about  $6  to  $6.50  annually  an 
acre  for  retirement. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Is  the  Senator  refer¬ 
ring  to  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  referring  to  the 
land  use  program,  under  which  the  an¬ 
nual  program  authorization  was  for  $10 
million  only.  It  is  that  program  which 
S.  1588  seeks  to  increase,  in  the  belief 
that  much  of  the  acreage  now  in  the 
conservation  reserve  program  can  be 
brought  into  retirement  for  a  longer  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  under  that  program.  That 
bill,  S.  1588,  has  been  subjected  to  hear¬ 
ings  by  the  subcommittee,  of  which  sev¬ 
eral  of  the  authors  and  supporters  of  the 
proposed  amendment  are  members. 
That  subcommittee  consists  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Senators  from  the  majority  side : 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Johnston],  chairman;  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan], 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge],  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 

The  following  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  are  from  the  minority  side:  The 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  the  ranking  member;  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper]  ,  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Mechem]  . 

S.  1588  has  been  subjected  to  hearings, 
and  the  hearings  before  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  have  been  completed.  The  record  of 
the  hearings  has  been  printed,  and  I 
believe  it  is  available  to  Senators.  I 
have  a  copy  of  the  printed  record  before 
me.  I  assume  that  copies  may  be  ob¬ 
tained  by  any  Senator. 

As  I  understand,  the  subcommittee  is 
ready  to  act  on  that  bill.  In  the  mean¬ 
time — and  this  illustrates  the  vice  of  the 
presentation  of  legislative  amend¬ 
ments — the  impatient  advocates  of  that 
bill,  or  some  of  them,  have  proposed  this 
legislative  amendment  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  for  the  first  time,  without  its 
having  been  considered  by  either  the 
subcommittee  or  the  full  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  It  is  a  perfect  illustra¬ 
tion  of  how  the  presentation  of  legis¬ 
lative  amendments  to  an  appropriation 
bill  may  bypass  and  make  futile  legisla¬ 
tive  measures  which  are  of  far-reaching 
effect,  and  bring  on  action  before  com¬ 
plete  information  is  given. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Does  not  the  Senator 
agree  that  the  bill  to  which  he  has  allud- 
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ed,  and  on  which  hearings  were  held,  did 
not  deal  with  a  continuation  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  soil  bank  acreage  or  a  preservation 
of  the  existing  status?  The  bill  to  which 
the  Senator  alludes  seeks  to  expand  the 
authority  Congress  enacted  in  title  I  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  last  year,  which  en¬ 
visions  an  expansion  of  retired  acreage 
by  inducing  new  acreage  to  come  into 
this  type  of  contract.  It  provides  for  new 
aids  and  purposes  in  addition  to  those 
which  are  permitted  under  the  existing 
soil  bank  contracts. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  bill  S.  1588  suggests  an  enlarg- 
ment  of  the  land-use  provisions  of  the 
bill  enacted  last  year.  Yet  the  particu¬ 
lar  subject  which  is  embraced  in  the 
pending  amendment  was  specifically 
considered  by  the  subcommittee,  as  the 
Senator  will  find  on  pages  4  and  follow¬ 
ing  of  the  hearing  record.  No  doubt  the 
subcommittee  will  give  serious  considera¬ 
tion  to  exactly  the  same  proposal  as  is 
suggested  by  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

In  fact,  a  recommendation  that  it  do 
so  is  made  therein. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Legislative  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
very  hopeful  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  would  not  press  for  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  amendment.  To  my  way  of 
thinking,  it  is  out  of  place  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  Furthermore,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  has  just  stated,  this 
matter  is  receiving  the  active  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  special  subcommittee.  The 
hearings  have  been  completed  and  the 
committee  as  a  whole  took  up  the  matter 
at  its  last  sitting,  last  Wednesday.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  the  subcommittee 
had  not  reached  a  conclusion,  the  com¬ 
mittee  decided  to  give  it  a  little  more 
time,  in  order  to  try  to  get  the  opposing 
parties  together,  so  that  the  committee 
could  report  to  the  Senate  a  bill  that 
would  be  acceptable  to  the  majority  of 
the  committee. 

I  wish  to  give  assurance  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  that  if  the  subcom¬ 
mittee — which,  as  I  have  said,  has  been 
active  in  trying  to  solve  the  problem — 
were  to  state  that  it  had  reached  a  con¬ 
clusion,  but  would  like  to  have  the  whole 
matter  turned  over  to  the  committee  as 
a  whole,  I,  as  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  should  be 
glad  to  call  a  special  meeting  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  to  the  end  that  a  bill  might  be 
reported  without  any  delay. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  what  the 
subcommittee  will  do.  However,  as  the 
Senator  from  Florida  stated,  there  is  a 
move  to  add  to  the  present  law.  This 
new  move  is  being  violently  opposed  by 
the  cattlemen.  As  was  stated  by  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  it  may  be  that  the 
committee  will  do  exactly  the  same  thing 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  have  done  by  means  of  this 
appropriation  bill. 

If  the  Senate  were  to  make  the  mis¬ 
take  of  adopting  this  amendment,  I  am 


sure  the  House  would  not  accept  it;  and 
it  might  further  delay  the  taking  of  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

So  I  ask  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  not  to  press  for  adoption  of  the 
amendment,  but  to  let  the  Senate  act 
on  the  appropriation  bill  as  it  came  from 
the  full  committee. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  alluded  to 
Senate  bill  1588.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  under  that  bill,  grazing  would 
be  permitted  on  the  acreage  that  would 
be  retired? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct;  and 
that  is  why  the  subcommittee  hearing 
record  shows  that  objection  was  made 
to  that  provision,  not  only  by  cattlemen, 
but  also  by  various  other  large  agricul¬ 
tural  groups,  and  that  action  on  an 
amendment  quite  similar,  if  not  identi¬ 
cal,  to  the  one  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  was 
offered,  and  that  amendment  is  now 
pending  before  that  subcommittee. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  the 
pending  proposal  before  the  Senate  now 
is  to  the  effect  that  the  subcommittee  be 
deprived  of  its  chance  to  act  upon  the 
matter;  that  the  full  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  be  deprived  of  its  chance  to  act 
upon  the  matter;  and  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee — if  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted  by  the  Senate — be  pre¬ 
sented  with  the  impossible  task  of  re¬ 
taining  the  amendment  in  the  confer¬ 
ence,  although  it  had  not  been  subjected 
to  a  hearing  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  other  body,  and  although 
approximately  $219  million  of  expendi¬ 
tures  would  be  authorized,  without  the 
holding  of  a  hearing  on  this  matter  be¬ 
fore  either  the  subcommittee  or  the  full 
committee,  and  without  permitting  eith¬ 
er  the  subcommittee  or  the  full  com¬ 
mittee — by  paeans  of  appropriate  action 
by  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  who 
is  an  active  member  of  both  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  the  full  committee — to 
have  a  chance  to  deal  with  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  heard  nothing  of  the  amendment  in 
the  committee  deliberations — and  I  did 
not  miss  any  of  the  hearings  or  any  of 
the  committee  meetings,  and  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  it  was  not  brought  up.  If  I  be  under 
any  misapprehension  at  all  in  connection 
with  this  matter,  I  ask  that  I  be  cor¬ 
rected,  either  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young], 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  that 
subcommittee,  or  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt],  who  is  an  active  and  valuable 
member  of  both  the  subcommittee  and 
the  full  committee. 

I  do  not  like  such  procedure,  because 
it  looks  like  a  bypassing  of  committees 
which  have  been  very  active  and  have 
done  very  hard  work.  Senators  should 
consider  the  two  bound  volumes  which 
show  what  was  covered  in  the  hearings, 
and  the  long  report  of  the  committee 
accompanying  the  bill.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  the  submission  of  such  an 
amendment  at  this  time,  thus  depriving 


the  legislative  committee  of  jurisdiction, 
and  overlooking  the  fact  that  either  the 
subcommittee  or  the  full  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  or  both  of  them,  could 
have  considered  this  matter,  if  it  had 
been  suggested  before  either  of  them  or 
both  of  them  by  the  advocates  of  this 
amendment,  just  does  not  follow  the 
path  of  careful,  cautious,  and  deliberate 
legislation. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  again  to  me? 

I  wish  to  expand  on  this  point. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  inas¬ 
much  as  my  name  has  been  mentioned, 
will  the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  now  to  the 
Senator  from  Iowa.  In  a  minute  or  so, 
I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
the  Senator  from  Florida  in  his  concern 
over  the  bypassing  of  the  committee  and 
over  the  failure  to  permit  it  to  have  suf¬ 
ficient  opportunity  to  consider  some  of 
these  proposals.  Certainly  he  must  real¬ 
ize  that  almost  7*4  million  acres  will  be 
out  of  the  soil  bank  by  the  end  of  this 
year.  Certainly  he  realizes  that  many  of 
us  have  received  letters  from  many  farm¬ 
ers  who  wish  to  know  what  to  do,  because 
the  fall  plowing  time  has  come,  and  they 
want  to  know  whether  they  should  plow 
these  acres  and  return  them  to  cultiva¬ 
tion,  or  whether  to  wait  and  to  hope  for 
a  continuation  of  the  soil  bank. 

One  reason  why  I  am  one  of  the  co¬ 
sponsors  of  the  amendment  is  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  time  for  the  committee  to  act 
is  past  due. 

In  that  situation,  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  understand  that  while  I  join  with 
him  in  wishing  to  have  the  usual  pro¬ 
cedure  followed  in  connection  with  such 
matters,  on  these  things,  I  believe  there 
does  come  a  time  when  we  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  to  wait.  Certainly  the  thousands 
of  farmers  who  are  concerned  about  this 
situation  expect  us  to  take  action.  It  is 
now  long  overdue. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  certainly  have  no  personal  feeling  at  all 
about  the  matter.  It  is  clear  that  it  was 
not  the  duty  of  the  Senator  to  bring  this 
matter  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  because  he  is  not  a  member  of  it. 
However,  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  amendment  does  not  deal  only  with 
acreage  which  will  go  out  of  the  soil  bank 
or  the  conservation  reserve  on  December 
31  of  this  year;  it  also  deals  with  acre¬ 
age  which  will  do  so  on  December  31 
of  the  next  year.  I  do  not  understand 
the  great  hurry  about  this  matter. 

Furthermore,  the  amendment  provides 
for  a  2-year  extension — not  just  a  1-year 
extension — of  a  rate  of  pay  per  acre  twice 
as  large  as  that  being  paid  under  the 
land-use  program.  So  it  is  very  clear 
that  the  amendment  far  transcends  any 
action  necessai’y  in  order  to  meet  any 
situation  which  may  develop  by  Decem¬ 
ber  31  of  this  year. 

Therefore,  I  stick  by  my  guns  in  saying 
that  I  feel  that  the  able  and  delightful 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  might  have 
taken  his  colleagues  on  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  or  those  on  the  full  committee,  into 
his  confidence  at  least  to  the  extent  of 
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discussing  this  matter  with  them,  so  we 
might  have  had  an  opportunity  either  to 
join  him  or  not  to  do  so.  But  as  the  situ¬ 
ation  now  stands,  if  it  were  not  for  the 
unfortunate  wording  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  I  would  have  to  raise 
a  point  of  order. 

However,  in  any  case  I  shall  have  to 
oppose  the  amendment,  because  of  the 
insistent  directions  of  the  full  committee 
and  also  because  of  my  own  feeling  that 
it  is  not  good  legislative  procedure  to 
propose  the  inclusion  of  such  amend¬ 
ments  in  appropriations  bills. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bayh 
in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator  from 
Florida  yield  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota?  , 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  to  get 
out  of  the  target  circle  for  the  moment 
and  onto  the  firing  line,  because  my  name 
has  been  alluded  to  a  great  many  times, 
I  should  like  to  respond  to  the  suggestion 
before  he  yields  to  any  other  Senator. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  delighted,  as  al¬ 
ways. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Entirely  so.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  I  am  a  member  of  the 
subcommittee;  I  am  a  member  of  the  full 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
I  could  have  offered  the  amendment  in 
the  full  committee.  The  Senator  knows 
what  the  vote  would  have  been.  I  could 
have  offered  the  amendment — and  nor¬ 
mally  I  would  have  offered  it — and  the 
action  would  have  alerted  my  friend  to 
the  fact  that  the  amendment  would  be 
forthcoming. 

Why  did  I  not  offer  it?  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  report  on  this 
appropriation  bill  is  dated  September  12, 
1963.  That  was  the  date  that  the  full 
committee  brought  the  bill  up.  I  could 
have  offered  it  at  that  time.  I  could 
have  offered  it  the  day  before.  I  believe 
that  the  day  before  the  subcommittee  re¬ 
ported  the  bill  and  adjourned.  Why?  I 
did  not  do  so  because  I  continued  to 
cherish  the  hope  that  the  laborious  legis¬ 
lative  procedures  which  have  been  de¬ 
scribed  today  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  and  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  would  bring  forth  some 
solution  to  the  problem. 

However,  18  additional  days  have 
elapsed.  During  those  18  days  I  called 
both  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House.  I  asked,  “What  is  being  done 
about  the  soil  bank  acres?” 

Every  day  I  receive  reports  that  soil 
bank  acres  are  being  plowed  under — day 
after  day  and  week  after  week.  Eight¬ 
een  days  have  elapsed  and  nothing  has 
been  done.  That  is  the  reason  why  I 
took  the  unusual  procedure  of  moving, 
at  the  only  time  it  could  be  done  effec¬ 
tively,  after  a  long  lapse  of  time  had 
made  it  impossible  to  get  results  early 
enough  to  be  effective.  I  would  not  have 
offered  the  amendment  today  if  a  legis¬ 
lative  proposal  had  been  brought  to  the 
Senate.  I  would  have  offered  the 
amendment  in  ,  the  committee  if  I  had 
anticipated  that  the  delay  would  con¬ 
tinue  so  long  that  acres  would  be  plowed 
under.  This  is  the  last  opportunity  the 


Senate  will  have,  in  time  to  be  fully  ef¬ 
fective,  to  voice  its  will  on  the  question. 

If  the  Senator  from  Florida  really  be¬ 
lieves  that  one  of  his  reasons  for  oppos¬ 
ing  the  amendment  involves  the  fact 
that  approximately  2!/2  million  acres  ex¬ 
piring  a  year  from  now  will  be  included, 
I  shall  be  happy  to  accept  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  limit  my  amendment 
to  the  acres  expiring  in  December  of  this 
year,  and  we  could  march  hand  in  hand 
down  the  aisle  in  unanimous  effort. 
Does  the  Senator  really  feel  that  the 
amendment  should  not  be  adopted  be¬ 
cause  included  in  the  amendment  is  the 
second  year  allotment  at  2  y2  million 
acres? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  the  first  place,  the 
Senator  is  incorrect,  because  the  number 
of  acres  going  out  of  the  conservation 
reserve  on  December  31,  1964,  is 

3,348,160. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  If  those  acres  were 
eliminated  from  the  amendment,  would 
the  Senator  then  withdraw  his  opposi¬ 
tion  so  that  the  Senate  could  agree  on 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Can  we  agree  with  re¬ 
lation  to  the  problems  which  are  now 
before  the  Senate? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  makes  the  ac¬ 
tion  more  reasonable,  but  not  entirely 
reasonable,  because  the  hearings  on  S. 
1588  were  not  concluded  until  September 
6.  The  markup  on  the  bill  in  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  was  September  11,  and  in  the  full 
committee  September  12. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  And  18  days  have 
elapsed  between  then  and  now. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Nothing  has  been  done 
to  solve  the  soil  bank  problem. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senate  has  been 
engaged  in  constant  debate  since  that 
time,  as  the  Senator  knows. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  seems 
to  think  that  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  has  been  negligent  in 
not  acting  earlier.  The  reason  why 
nothing  was  done  sooner  was  the  hope 
that  a  House  bill  would  be  enacted.  We 
have  been  waiting  for  the  House  to  pass 
a  bill  on  the  subject.  I  still  hope  that 
the  House  will  enact  such  a  bill.  To  be 
frank,  recently  when  we  saw  that  action 
was  being  delayed,  we  held  hearings  so 
that  when  the  Senate  heard  from  the 
House,  the  Senate  could  act  without 
delay.  But  up  until  now,  as  I  have  said, 
the  House  has  not  acted.  I  am  positive 
that  if  the  language  that  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  is  ad¬ 
vocating  should  become  a  part  of  the  bill, 
the  House  would  not  accept  it.  It  would 
be  futile  to  take  the  action  requested. 
As  I  have  said,  Senators  can  act  as  soon 
as  the  subcommittee  makes  a  decision. 
Speaking  for  myself  only,  I  would  be  in¬ 
clined  to  go  along  whether  the  House 
acts  or  not.  I  would  suggest  that  we 
send  the  bill  back  to  the  House  and  let 
us  see  what  action  would  be  taken  by  the 
House. 
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Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  say  two 
things  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
First,  I  would  not  wish  to  have  what  I 
have  said  interpreted  as  criticism  or  a 
suggestion  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  committee,  or  particularly  negli¬ 
gence  of  the  chairman.  I  am  quite  sure 
that  what  the  chairman  has  done  has 
been  in  the  utmost  of  good  faith.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  there  has  been  hope  that 
the  House  would  act.  Nevertheless, 
there  comes  a  time  when  the  Senate 
should  assume  leadership  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  and  get  something  done.'  Whether 
or  not  the  House  would  take  action  on  a 
Senate-passed  bill  is  a  pertinent  ques¬ 
tion.  We  have  an  opportunity  to  make  a 
great  effort  to  act.  The  House  will  cer¬ 
tainly  act  on  the  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  bill.  Whether  it  would  accept  an 
amendment  like  the  one  proposed  in 
conference,  no  one  knows.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  has  said  that  the 
House  would  not.  But  I  am  not  so  sure 
about  that,  particularly  if  a  number  of 
House  Members  are  equally  concerned 
about  the  soil  bank  problem,  which  has 
become  quite  acute.  So  this  is  the  time 
for  the  Senate  to  take  action,  in  the 
hope  that  the  House  will  act. 

If  the  House  would  not  go  along  with 
the  amendment,  action  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
on  a  separate  bill  would  become  an  ex¬ 
ercise  in  futility. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
assure  my  friend  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
that  the  suggestion  about  the  House  be¬ 
ing  reluctant  to  pass  Senate  bills  does 
exist  in  certain  other  fields.  It  does  not 
exist  in  the  field  of  agriculture  and 
forestry.  A  great  many  of  the  bills 
which  are  enacted  in  regard  to  agricul¬ 
ture  originate  in  the  Senate.  That  ques¬ 
tion  will  not  arise. 

Second,  I  heard  my  distinguished 
friend  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
always  resourceful,  comment  on  the  fact 
that'  he  feared  that  the  full  Committee 
on  Appropriations  would  have  voted 
down  the  amendment  because  so  many 
of  the  members  of  that  committee  come 
from  urban  areas.  I  suggest  to  him  that 
he  would  jump  from  the  frying  pan  into 
the  fire  if  he  should  think  that  the 
House  would  be  more  likely  to  be  friend¬ 
ly  to  the  measure  than  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  or  the  full  Senate,  because  the 
representation  of  the  urban  communi¬ 
ties  of  the  Nation  is  so  vastly  dispropor¬ 
tionate  in  the  House  as  compared  with 
what  it  is  in  the  Senate  that  the  two 
cannot  be  compared. 

In  perfect  good  humor,  the  Senator 
from  Florida  did  not  favor  the  bill, 
S.  1588.  He  did  favor  the  approach  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  amendment,  plus  some 
other  things.  The  bill  S.  1558  goes  fur¬ 
ther  than  to  cover  the  present  subject. 
He  could  so  vote  in  the  subcommittee, 
in  the  full  committee,  and  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  He  does  not  believe  that 
the  amendment,  which  would  go  much 
further  than  is  necessary  in  the  first 
instance,  that  is  involving  the  contracts 
which  expire  next  year,  and  come  for 
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the  first  time  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
as  a  legislative  amendment  to  a  privi¬ 
leged  appropriation  bill — a  bill  which 
involves  every  agricultural  factor  in  the 
country  and  many  other  factors  not  ag¬ 
ricultural  in  connection  with  our  foreign 
relations  and  in  connection  with  various 
welfare  programs — should  be  accepted. 
For  that  reason  I  object  to  it. 

Replying  to  the  question  addressed  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  if  the 
amendment  were  so  reduced  as  to  apply 
only  to  the  acreage  coming  out  this  year, 
and  if  it  provided  only  for  a  1-year 
extension,  it  would  then  be  an  obvious 
minimum  effort.  As  such,  it  would  be 
easier  to  stomach  than  the  amendment 
as  now  written.  As  it  is  now  worded,  it 
is  not  an  obvious  minimum  effort. 

I  do  not  find  it  easy  to  stomach  at  all, 
because  I  think  it  is  an  improper  prac¬ 
tice.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am 
not  willing  to  accept  it.  I  will,  however, 
defer  to  my  friend  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  the  chairman  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  committee,  on  this  subject,  if  he  has 
any  strong  feelings  about  the  matter. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  to  the  fact  that  there 
is  the  possibility  that  S.  1588  will  be  re¬ 
ported  in  a  revised  form  and  be  passed. 
I  have  already  indicated  my  own  feelings 
with  reference  to  that  bill.  I  believe  the 
feelings  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee  are  much  the  same  as 
mine.  I  know  other  members  of  the 
committee  feel  that  way,  including  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  both  of  whom  are 
in  the  Chamber. 

If  that  effort  should  fail,  there  would 
still  be  a  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  to  come  before  the  Senate,  and  there 
Would  be  ample  time  for  Senators  to 
take  other  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  into  into  their  con¬ 
fidence  and  discuss  the  subject,  if  it  be¬ 
comes  urgent  by  that  time.  That  course 
was  not  followed  in  this  instance. 

I  cannot  yield  on  the  question  of  what 
is  responsible  legislation.  It  is  not  re¬ 
sponsible  legislation  to  come  before  the 
Senate  with  a  legislative  enactment 
which  would  go  much  further  than  nec¬ 
essary  to  meet  an  emergency  situation, 
in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the  legis¬ 
lative  committees  have  been  diligent, 
have  completed  hearings,  and  are  ready 
for  action,  and  in  the  face  of  the  fact 
that  the  able  chairman  of  the  legislative 
committee  assures  early  action  in  the 
committee.  As  chairman  of  a  responsi¬ 
ble  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  I  think  it  would  be  impos¬ 
sible  to  follow  the  proposed  course. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Because  of  my  affection 
and  admiration  for  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  I  hope  he  will  not  rest  his  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment  on  the 
foundation  that  the  legislative  commit¬ 
tees  are  about  to  act.  He  would  be  on 
much  firmer  ground  if  he  would  stick  to 
the  formalistic  argument  that,  after  all, 
it  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill, 


and  that  customarily  Senators  are 
against  that  procedure. 

The  reason  why  that  procedure  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  rules  of  the  Senate,  how¬ 
ever,  is  to  meet  precisely  the  kind  of 
emergency  situation  we  now  confront. 
By  the  time  the  supplemental  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  comes  before  the  Senate,  more 
days  and  weeks  will  be  gone,  and  more 
acres  will  be  plowed  under.  This  is  why 
the  rules  provide  for  this  type  of  emer¬ 
gency  procedure. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  very 
properly  said  that  the  committees  have 
been  slow  in  reaching  this  legislation. 
The  House  has  failed  to  agree  on  a  pro¬ 
gram.  So  has  the  Senate.  I  would  not 
wish  to  see  my  friend  in  the  position  of 
opposing  the  amendment  with  the  as¬ 
sumption  going  out  to  the  country  that 
the  legislative  committees  are  going  to 
act  this  week,  or  next  week,  or  the  week 
after,  or  on  any  other  date  certain,  be¬ 
cause  no  one  can  predict  such  action.  In 
the  meantime,  every  day  we  are  losing 
valuable  contracted  acres,  and  they  are 
going  into  production. 

This  is  an  emergency.  The  rules  of  the 
Senate  properly  provide  for  this  kind  of 
a  procedure  on  an  appropriation  bill  to 
meet  this  kind  of  emergency.  I  hope  we 
measure  up  to  our  present  responsibili¬ 
ties  and  approve  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  rales  and  traditions  in  the  Senate. 
I  shall  read  from  the  rules  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee.  This  is  a  rale 
adopted  for  the  guidance  of  all  members 
of  the  committee  in  the  handling  of  bills 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  submitted  by 
the  chairman  and  adopted  on  December 
18,  1931.  It  has  been  the  rule  ever  since 
that  time: 

Any  member  or  ex  officio  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 
who  is  in  charge  of  an  appropriation  bill, 
is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  make 
points  of  order  against  any  amendment  of¬ 
fered  in  violation  of  the  Senate  rules  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  to  such  appropriation  bill. 

I  am  only  sorry  that  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  as  it  was  drafted — 
due  to  someone’s  neglect;  and  I  do  not 
know  whose — did  not  include  the  cus¬ 
tomary  words  that  “no  points  of  order 
shall  be  waived.” 

Those  words  are  customarily  included 
in  such  unanimous -consent  agreements. 
At  any  rate,  they  were  omitted.  I  can¬ 
not  raise  the  point  of  order.  In  oppos¬ 
ing  this  amendment,  I  can  stand  upon 
the  substantial  matter  of  judgment  and 
conscience;  deliberation  in  the  passage 
of  legislation;  consideration  of  legisla¬ 
tion  by  legislative  committees  first;  and 
action  by  the  Congress  upon  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  legislative  committees.  I 
shall  do  so. 

I  am  particularly  sustained  in  my  feel¬ 
ing  that  I  should  take  that  position  by 
the  position  of  the  chairman  of  the  full 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  and  by 
the  position  of  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Legislative  Committee  on 
Agriculture  [Mr.  Ellender],  who  has 
legislation  on  this  subject  under  his  re¬ 
sponsibility.  I  could  not  yield  on  that 
point. 


September  30 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  just  come  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  I  am  not  sure  that 
I  have  all  the  facts  available,  but  it  is 
my  understanding  that  the  Senate  finds 
itself  in  a  situation  in  which  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  was  entered 
into  and  the  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Senators  are  not  in  a  position  to  raise 
a  point  of  order  against  the  proposal  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  which, 
without  any  question,  involves  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

I  was  not  present  when  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  was  entered 
into,  but  if  those  of  us  who  had  nothing 
to  do  with  this  kind  of  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  are  caught  in  this  kind 
of  technicality,  whereby  there  can  be 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  by 
majority  vote  without  the  requirement 
of  a  suspension  of  the  rule  I  now  serve 
notice  on  the  Senate  that  this  is  the  last 
unanimous- consent  agreement  on  any 
matter  that  will  be  entered  into  so  long 
as  I  serve  in  the  Senate,  because  I  do 
not  intend  to  have  my  rights  as  a  Sena¬ 
tor  in  regard  to  the  existing  rules  of 
the  Senate  taken  away  from  me  by  this 
kind  of  “gimmick.”  The  protection  of 
the  Senate  from  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  a  precious  and  important 
right  to  every  Member  of  the  Senate. 
If  we  are  in  a  position  this  afternoon 
that  this  kind  of  indirection  can  be  suc¬ 
cessful,  I  serve  notice  on  the  leadership 
that  they  have  obtained  the  last  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  on  any  matter 
so  long  as  I  serve  in  the  Senate,  because 
I  do  not  intend  to  have  my  rights  under 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  taken  away  by 
this  kind  of  procedure.  Either  Senators 
are  to  have  the  right  this  afternoon  to 
vote  on  this  question  by  way  of  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  suspend  the  rule,  or  the  leader¬ 
ship  have  obtained  the  last  unanimous- 
consent'agreement  they  will  ever  get  so 
long  as  I  serve  in  the  Senate.  I  mean  it. 
I  never  make  threats.  I  merely  state  the 
facts. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  for  stating  his  posi¬ 
tion.  I  feel  very  much  put  out  about 
this  matter.  I  do  not  know  how  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  came  to 
be  worded  in  the  way  that  it  was  worded, 
without  the  inclusion  of  the  customery 
words  in  such  unanimous- consent  agree¬ 
ments  that  “no  point  of  order  shall  be 
waived.”  I  am  quite  prepared  to  feel 
that  it  was  not  an  act  of  deliberation  on 
the  part  of  any  Senator. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  listened  to 
the  remarks  of  my  colleague,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse].  I  have 
heard  some  of  the  colloquy  engaged  in  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land.]  I  have  just  conferred  with  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt].  I  wish  to  make  the  Record 
clear. 
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On  Thursday  last,  when  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  was  arrived  at, 
the  Senator  was  discussing  the  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  It  was  well  understood  by  all  Sen¬ 
ators  that  if  there  were  an  effort  to  have 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill, 
first,  if  such  an  amendment  were  offered, 
a  point  of  order  would  be  raised.  Sena¬ 
tors  who  seek  to  have  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill  file  notices  of  inten¬ 
tion  to  move  to  suspend  the  rule.  There 
is  at  the  desk  a  notice  of  intention  to 
move  to  suspend  the  rule. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota,  as  the 
acting  majority  leader  on  that  day, 
sought  to  obtain  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  and  did  so  on  the  basis  of 
the  time  related  to  the  debate  on  the 
matter  of  the  suspension  of  the  rule, 
which  would  permit  the  Mundt  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  voted  upon.  If  one  wishes  a 
strict  legal  interpretation  of  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  there  is  no 
doubt  that,  if  one  holds  to  the  technical 
aspects  of  it,  it  provides  that  there  shall 
be  a  yea  and  nay  vote  after  iy2  hours 
of  debate  on  each  side  on  the  Mundt 
amendment.  But  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota,  who  is  an  hon¬ 
orable  man,  recognizes  the  situation  that 
prevails  and  the  frame  of  reference  in 
which  this  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  was  arrived  at. 

It  is  understood  by  Senators  that  the 
rule  provides  that  on  appropriation  bills 
legislation  can  be  adopted  only  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  that  a  point  of  order  prevails 
against  legislation  on  appropriation  bills, 
and  that  if  it  is  wished  to  have  legisla¬ 
tion  on  appropriation  bills  a  Senator 
must  file  a  notice  of  a  motion  to  suspend 
the  rule,  which  requires  a  two-thirds 
vote. 

In  light  of  that  fact,  I  am  sure  that 
when  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
discusses  the  matter  with  his  cosponsors, 
there  will  be  no  trouble,  because  Senators 
cannot  operate  without  honor  among 
men.  Although  we  must  recognize  the 
rights  of  each  Senator,  we  must  also 
recognize  that  good  faith  is  involved 
when  unanimous  consent  agreements  are 
arrived  at. 

If  Senators  will  be  patient  with  one 
another,  I  am  sure  the  problem  can  be 
met.  I  have  every  reason  to  believe  it 
can.  I  do  not  believe  any  Senator  wishes 
to  win  a  point  by  technical  application  of 
a  rule  when  he  knows  what  the  situa¬ 
tion  is. 

I  discussed  the  matter  of  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  several  times  on  last 
Thursday.  I  say  on  my  honor  as  a  U.S. 
Senator  that  it  was  clearly  understood 
what  the  situation  was  with  respect  to 
the  appropriation  bill ;  about  the  filing  of 
a  notice  for  the  suspension  of  the  rules; 
and  that  it  had  been  indicated  that  a 
point  of  order  would  be  made  against  the 
proposal  in  the  nature  of  legislation  on 
the  appropriation  bill.  A  point  of  order 
had  been  made  on  another  matter.  A 
move  for  a  suspension  of  the  rule  was 
defeated.  So  it  was  not  as  if  Senators 
did  not  know  what  point  was  involved. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 


Mr.  MORSE.  My  comments  do  not 
relate  to  the  Senator  from  South  Da- 

Irnfo  of  oil 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  had  filed  his  notice  of  a  motion 
to  suspend  the  rule.  My  point  was  that 
Senators  were  caught  in  a  technical  sit¬ 
uation  the  like  of  which  had  not  arisen  in 
the  memory  of  any  Senator;  namely  that 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement  had 
been  adopted  that  did  not  have  language 
in  it  to  protect  all  the  rights  of  Sen¬ 
ators  under  the  rules.  I  want  the  rec¬ 
ord  perfectly  clear  that  my  comments 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

My  only  comment  is  that  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  was  agreed  to 
by  action  of  the  Senate,  although  I  did 
not  happen  to  be  present.  The  Senator 
from  Florida,  for  example,  than  whom 
there  is  no  more  cautious  and  circum¬ 
spect  Member  of  this  body,  was  not  ad¬ 
vised  that  he  was  giving  up  any  right 
under  the  rule  with  respect  to  suspension 
of  the  rule. 

Unless  these  prospects  are  mutually 
agreed  to,  so  that  the  rights  of  Senators 
under  the  rules  can  be  protected,  Sena¬ 
tors  can  forget  about  any  more  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreements.  I  am  not  so 
sure  that  it  would  not  be  well  to  recess 
the  Senate,  because  this  matter  is  very 
important  to  the  rights  of  all  of  us,  so 
that  the  leadership  of  the  Senate,  and, 
if  necessary,  the  two  policy  committees 
of  each  of  the  parties,  can  get  together 
for  a  discussion  as  to  an  agreement 
which  can  be  reached  which  will  pro¬ 
tect  Senators  with  regard  to  the  suspen¬ 
sion  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield,  I  do  not  think  that  is  necessary.  I 
have  the  feeling  that  Senators  will  all 
be  fair  and  just  and  that  this  unfortu¬ 
nate  situation  can  be  readily  corrected. 
I  put  my  complete  confidence  in  the  good 
sense  and  the  sense  of  f airplay  of  every 
Member  of  this  body,  which  is  the  only 
thing  which  enables  the  Senate  to  func¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  yield  in  a 
moment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  still 
have  the  floor. 

The  acting  majority  leader  has  pleaded 
for  patience.  I  think  I  have  shown  as 
much  patience  as  any  Senator  can  have. 
On  Thursday  I  agreed  to  have  the  bill  go 
over  until  today,  because  Senators  of 
both  parties  were  traveling  in  various 
parts  of  the  country.  I  agreed  to  the 
delay  with  the  understanding  that  the 
bill  would  be  disposed  of  today.  I  agreed 
to  the  unanimous-consent  agreement. 
The  only  mistake  I  made  was  that  I  did 
not  insist  upon  seeing  the  final  form  of 
the  unanimous -consent  agreement, 
which  normally  contains  certain  words 
which  were  not  contained  in  this  one. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  consent  agree¬ 
ment  is  defective  also  because  it  barred 
all  amendments.  I  had  in  mind  an 
amendment.  I  looked  at  the  consent 
agreement,  and  I  found  I  was  barred 
from  offering  it  unless  I  offered  it  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Mundt  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  agree  that  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  unusual,  but  that  situation  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
on  Thursday  afternoon. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Several  times. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  But  other  Senators 
were  not  present  after  Senators  were 
told  there  would  be  no  more  votes.  Next 
morning  Senators  found  themselves  in 
a  situation  in  which  they  were  barred 
from  offering  amendments.  There  are 
two  weaknesses  in  the  agreement. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  are  at  least 
two  irregularities  as  compared  with  the 
normal  consent  agreement. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  To  continue  with  my 
lament,  I  agreed  to  have  the  bill  go  over 
until  Monday  notwithstanding  that  I  had 
scheduled  two  speeches  under  very  at¬ 
tractive  auspices  in  my  State  today,  and 
I  so  notified  the  leadership.  I  had  to 
cancel  both. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  and  I 
had  no  difference  of  opinion,  because 
both  of  us,  in  discussing  this  matter  be¬ 
fore  it  came  up,  agreed  that  a  point  of 
order  could  be  made,  until,  on  consulta¬ 
tion  with  the  Parliamentarian,  we 
learned  that,  under  the  unfortunate 
wording  of  the  agreement,  that  did  not 
happen  to  be  the  situation  under  this 
agreement. 

Something  happened  that  made  per¬ 
sons  who  generally  very  carefully  draft 
unanimous-consent  agreements  to  be  less 
careful  this  time,  because  of  the  omis¬ 
sion  of  thhe  words  “saving  points  of 
order.” 

So  far  as  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
concerned,  he  is  familiar  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  attitude.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
is  a  member  of  both  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  The  Senator  from  Florida  is  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  consider  this  question  in 
the  legislative  committee  if  it  has  not 
been  acted  on  before.  But  he  cannot  and 
will  not  yield  in  allowing  this  important 
legislation  providing  for  perhaps  $219 
million  of  additional  expenditures,  to 
come  on  the  floor  and  be  agreed  to  as  a 
legislative  proposal  to  this  bill.  He 
thinks  it  is  very  poor  policy  for  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  this  amendment  in  the  face  of 
the  attitude  of  Senators  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  who,  because  of  this  situation, 
are  forced  to  take  positions  against  them, 
to  insist  upon  going  ahead  with  the  pro¬ 
grams  under  the  prevailing  situation. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  such  time  as  he 
may  desire. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  no  intention  of  taking  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  of  time  on  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  Senators  all  understand 
what  is  provided.  We  are  all  aware  of 
the  agricultural  situation  which  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  South 
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Dakota  attempts  to  meet.  We  also  know 
the  deep,  broad  interest  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida  in  farm  legislation.  There 
is  no  more  devoted  advocate  of  sound, 
constructive  agricultural  legislation  than 
the  Senator  from  Florida.  No  one  is 
better  informed  or  more  zealous  or  sin¬ 
cere  in  his  attitude.  I  can  understand 
his  attitude  on  this  point.  If  I  were  in 
his  position  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  might  be  impelled  to  take  the 
same  position.  I  do  not  know. 

I  come  from  an  area  where  the  land 
retirement  program  is  very  important. 
It  is  also  important  to  know,  even  before 
this  time,  whether  contracts  are  to  be 
renewed  or  permitted  to  lapse.  It  has 
been  pointed  out  that  IVz  million  acres 
are  going  back  into  production.  We  re¬ 
ceive  letters  from  farmers  every  day  ask¬ 
ing,  “What  am  I  going  to  do?  Shall  I 
plan  on  a  crop  for  next  year  or  plan  to 
keep  these  acres  retired?” 

Our  great  problem  in  agriculture  has 
been  overproduction.  We  have  been  try¬ 
ing  to  meet  that  problem  by  taking  acres 
out  of  production,  by  reducing  agricul¬ 
tural  production  under  certain  plans, 
and  this  is  one  means  by  which  we  have 
to  a  substantial  degree  met  the  surplus 
problem. 

No  one  devotes  more  time  to  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  agriculture  than  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland].  No  one 
votes  more  cosmopolitanly,  across  the 
board,  in  favor  of  agriculture,  and  no 
one  votes  less  restrietively  for  his  area’s 
agricultural  needs  than  does  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida.  He  considers  the 
needs  of  all  sections  of  agriculture.  He 
is  a  sincere  supporter  of  agriculture. 
However,  I  cannot  agree  with  him  in  his 
line  of  opposition  to  the  renewal  of  these 
leases  which  would  expire,  according  to 
the  amendment,  on  either  December  31, 
1963,  or  December  31,  1964. 

Anyone  who  has  had  anything  to  do 
with  agriculture  knows  that  a  farmer 
does  not  make  a  plan  today  and  put  it 
into  effect  tomorrow,  the  next  calendar 
day.  The  farming  operation  is  an  op¬ 
eration  of  programing.  Most  farmers  I 
know  program  at  least  3  to  5  years  ahead 
of  time.  They  lay  out  their  crops.  They 
lay  out  their  soil  renewal  programs. 
They  lay  out  all  these  programs  some 
years  in  advance.  They  do  that  if  they 
are  successful  farmers.  Of  course,  if 
they  are  fly-by-night  farmers,  they  do 
not  care.  Farmers  must  know  whether 
they  should  hold  back  acres  now  va¬ 
cated  and  unproductive  under  the  re¬ 
tirement  program,  or  let  them  go  back 
into  production  next  year.  Should 
farmers  plow  them  up  or  should  they 
recontract  for  an  extension?  That  is 
the  question  that  confronts  the  farmers. 

We  have  heard  a  great  deal  about  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
I  am  a  member  of  that  committee.  I  am 
a  member  of  the  subcommittee  which  is 
concerned.  I  have  great  respect  for  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  even  though  I  do  not 
always  agree  with  him  on  every  matter 
that  is  considered  by  the  committee. 

There  is  some  serious  disagreement 
on  the  method  of  approaching  these 
agricultural  problems.  That  does  not 
affect  the  chairman’s  sincerity  or  his 
desire  to  have  an  effective  program. 


There  have  been  two  or  three  contro¬ 
versies.  There  is  S.  1588,  for  example, 
which  is  in  abeyance  at  the  moment. 
It  is  in  committee,  and  has  been  for  a 
considerable  length  of  time.  Another 
proposal  has  come  before  the  committee, 
and  has  been  referred  to  the  subcommit¬ 
tee.  It  is  a  proposal  which  is  totally 
unacceptable  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
welfare  of  the  whole  retirement  pro¬ 
gram.  It  would  retire  acres,  but  would 
allow  them  to  be  grazed.  That  would 
defeat  the  purpose  of  the  program.  It 
would  not  allow  them  to  be  cropped,  but 
it  would  permit  them  to  be  retired,  while 
at  the  same  time  they  could  be  grazed 
for  livestock  production.  In  a  way,  it  is 
a  selfdefeating  program  that  is  being 
proposed.  Two  or  three  proposals  are 
before  the  committee. 

Tomorrow  is  the  first  of  October  1963. 
It  is  not  the  spring  of  1963.  This  is  not 
a  year  before  these  contracts  expire. 
This  is  only  3  months  before  they  expire. 
The  farmers  today  are  planning  their 
programs  for  next  year.  The  farmers 
cannot  wait  for  the  House  to  originate 
some  measure  and  send  it  to  the  Senate. 
It  is  time  to  meet  the  emergency.  We 
can  add  the  amendment  to  the  pending 
bill  and  send  it  to  the  House.  If  the 
other  body  does  not  see  fit  to  take  it,  let 
the  responsibility  be  on  its  head.  Let 
the  farmers  know  where  the  failure  lies 
for  a  renewal  of  the  contracts  on  the 
already  retired  acres.  Let  us  find  out 
where  the  responsibility  is.  Let  the 
farmers  know  why  they  cannot  plan  for 
next  year  on  the  acres  that  are  now  re¬ 
tired.  Let  them  know  why  they  do  not 
know  what  they  can  do  next  year.  This 
is  the  time  to  act.  . 

I  respect  the  zeal  with  which  commit¬ 
tee  members  protect  their  committee. 
In  most  instances,  the  committee  pre¬ 
rogative  should  be  respected  and  pre¬ 
served. 

However,  time  and  again — not  every 
day,  but  repeatedly — amendments  are 
added  to  bills,  even  though  the  amend¬ 
ments  have  not  necessarily  been  given 
full  consideration  by  a  committee.  They 
are  amendments  that  are  considered  to 
be  necessary  corrective  amendments. 
This  is  such  a  case.  We  are  confronted 
with  a  case  in  which  the  farmers  have 
7>/2  million  acres  under  retirement, 
which  are  going  out  of  retirement  and 
back  into  production.  We  must  take 
action  to  authorize  an  extension  of  such 
contracts,  so  that  those  who  wish  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  contracts,  under  the  proper 
terms  and  conditions  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  lays  down,  can  do  so.  This  is  the 
time  to  enact  the  proposed  legislation. 
If  we  wait  until  the  other  body  takes 
its  own  time  and  sends  legislation  to  the 
Senate,  and  it  then  goes  through  the 
committee  process,  we  shall  see  Christ¬ 
mas  come  and  go;  we  shall  see  the  end 
of  the  contract  period  come  and  go.  We 
shall  see  acres  come  out  from  under  re¬ 
tirement  before  any  action  can  be  taken 
to  correct  the  situation  and  continue  the 
contracts. 

We  are  faced  with  an  emergency. 
Seven  and  a  half  million  acres  are  con¬ 
cerned.  It  is  a  question  whether  the 
acres  shall  continue  in  retirement  and 
thus  avoid  adding  the  production  of  such 
acres  to  the  surplus  problem.  This  is  an 
emergency  operation. 


September  30 

We  have  heard  considerable  discus¬ 
sion  about  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  sug¬ 
gestion  has  been  made  that  there  was 
some  kind  of  hanky-panky  in  connection 
with  the  entering  of  the  agreement.  I 
do  not  believe  there  was.  I  was  not 
present  when  it  was  entered  into.  I  was 
not  familiar  with  the  terms.  I  do  not 
know  exactly  what  it  provides.  So  far 
as  I  am  concerned,  it  does  not  make  any 
difference  to  me  one  way  or  the  other. 
If  some  Senators  feel  they  have  been  put 
upon,  I  am  sure  some  kind  of  under¬ 
standing  can  be  reached.  We  must  be 
fair  about  these  things.  I  do  not  believe 
any  Senator  wishes  to  take  advantage  of 
any  other  Senator.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  that  is  in  the  hands  of  someone 
else.  I  will  abide  by  whatever  is  agreed 
upon  by  the  Senators  concerned. 

The  7  *4  million  acres  are  bound  to  go 
out  of  the  program  on  the  last  of  Decem¬ 
ber,  and  that  means  a  great  deal  to  the 
agricultural  plant.  It  is  a  question 
whether  we  should  allow  7V2  million 
acres  more  of  production,  a  great  prob¬ 
lem  that  we  shall  have  to  wrestle  with, 
involving  more  storage  and  more  sur¬ 
pluses.  Action  should  be  taken  now. 

I  am  sure  the  committees  of  the  two 
Houses  are  desirous  of  doing  something 
about  the  problem.  I  know  that  their 
desire  is  that  something  be  done  about  it 
eventually.  However,  as  everyone  knows, 
the  machinery  of  Congress  does  not  al¬ 
ways  move  with  lightning  speed.  We  all  s 
know  that  the  machinery  in  committees 
sometimes  grinds  more  slowly  than  the 
mills  of  the  gods. 

When  an  agricultural  bill  is  introduced 
in  the  other  House  and  it  goes  through 
the  machinery  that  an  agricultural  bill 
must  go  through,  and  then  comes  to  the 
Senate  and  goes  through  the  committee 
machinery  here,  and  finally  is  submitted 
to  the  tender  mercies  of  the  conference 
committee,  we  can  well  imagine  that  the 
Christmas  goose  will  hang  high,  and  we 
shall  be  greeting  the  new  year,  perhaps, 
without  any  legislation  on  this  subject 
being  enacted.  In  the  meantime  these 
acres  will  go  into  production  and  the 
surplus  problem  will  mount.  That  is 
what  will  happen  if  we  do  not  act  now. 
This  is  the  time  to  do  it.  The  proposal 
before  the  Senate  is  really  nothing  but 
a  simple  extension.  I  think  it  should  be 
granted,  with  all  due  respect  for  the  co¬ 
operative  attitude  of  the  committee  of 
which  I  am  a  member,  and  for  the  zeal¬ 
ous,  sincere  members  of  that  committee, 
in  spite  of  our  disagreement  on  this 
particular  subject. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  for  his  indulgence. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  for  his  valuable  contribution, 
coming  as  it  does  from  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  having  vast 
experience  and  representing,  in  part,  the 
gx-eat  farm  State  of  Iowa.  He  has  em¬ 
phasized  the  urgency  of  our  action  today. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
press  my  appi-eciation  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Iowa  for  his  kind 
words  about  me. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  junior  Senator  from  Iowa  such 
time  as  he  may  require. 
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Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  pending  amendment,  of 
which  I  am  a  cosponsor,  is  to  continue 
for  another  year  the  conservation  reserve 
contracts  for  the  soil  bank  which  would 
expire  this  year  and  next  year. 

The  attitude  of  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  seems  to  be  that  land  covered 
by  contracts  which  expire  this  year 
should  be  shifted  into  the  land-use  ad¬ 
justment  program  authorized  by  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  This 
is  a  highly  controversial  proposal.  Con¬ 
gress  saw  fit  last  year  to  provide  for  a 
pilot  program  limiting  to  $10  million  the 
annual  amounts  which  could  be  extended 
for  this  purpose.  There  has  not  been 
much  time  for  the  pilot  program  to  be 
tested.  Furthermore,  deep  concern  has 
been  expressed  over  moving  soil  bank 
land  into  a  program  which  permits  graz¬ 
ing  of  the  land,  and  this  has  contributed 


to  the  failure  of  the  House  to  take  action 
this  year. 

The  sponsors  of  the  amendment  say, 
in  effect,  that  pending  the  resolution  of 
the  controversy,  we  should  permit 
farmers  whose  soil  bank  contracts  expire 
this  year  and  next  to  continue  in  the  soil 
bank  program.  With  more  time,  a  more 
permanent  solution  probably  could  be 
satisfactorily  arrived  at.  We  think  this 
is  good  business  for  the  Government,  be¬ 
cause  the  land  in  the  soil  bank  has  been 
retired  at  an  average  cost  of  $11.85  an 
acre;  whereas  the  cost  per  acre  of  land 
being  taken  out  under  the  feed  grains 
program  has  been  in  excess  of  $27  an 
acre.  It  is  expected  that  many  of  the 
farmers  and  ranchers  whose  contracts 
expire  this  year  will  see  fit  to  remain  in 
the  program  for  another  year.  They  are 
geared  into  the  soil  bank  program,  and 
a  considerable  amount  of  their  land 


would  not  bring  the  average  income  un¬ 
der  the  present  feed  grains  land  retire¬ 
ment  program  anyhow.  The  lower  cost 
to  the  Government,  of  some  $6  to  $7  per 
acre,  for  retirement  of  the  land  for  rec¬ 
reation  and  other  uses,  is  offset  by  the 
aggravation  of  our  feed  grains  surplus 
situation  through  grazing  opportunities 
on  such  land.  There  are  7.5  million 
acres  of  farm  land  scheduled  to  come  out 
of  the  soil  bank  program  this  year,  of 
which  moi'e  than  2.2  million  acres  are 
in  the  Midwest  and  372,000  acres  are  in 
my  own  State  of  Iowa.  The  immensity 
of  this  program  is  indicated  on  a  table 
dated  “5/23/61,”  prepared  by  the  Soil 
Bank  Division,  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  table  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follow: 


1956-61  conservation  reserve  'program:  Estimated  reserve  acres  for  which  contracts  expire  each  year,  by  States  1 


State 


Northeast  area: 

Connecticut _ _ 

Delaware . . 

Maine . . . . 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts . 

New  Hampshire _ 

New  Jersey . . . 

New  York.. . . . 

Pennsylvania - 

Rhode  Island . — 

Vermont . . 

Virginia _ 

West  Virginia . 

Southeast  area: 

Alabama . 

Arkansas _ 

Florida _ _ _ 

Georgia _ _ _ 

Louisiana . . 

Mississippi . . 

North  Carolina _ 

South  Carolina- . . 

Tennessee . . . 

Midwest  area: 

Illinois _ _ _ 

Indiana . - . 

Iowa _ 

Kentucky.. . - 

Michigan _ _ 

Missouri . . . 

Ohio _ _ _ _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Northwest  area: 

Idaho _ _ _ 

Minnesota _ 

Montana _ _ _ 

Nebraska . . — 

North  Dakota . 

Oregon _ _ _ 

South  Dakota . 

Washington . 

Wyoming _ 

Southwest  area: 

Arizona . . . 

California . . 

Colorado . . — 

Kansas - - - 

Nevada _ _ _ _ 

New  Mexico _ 

Oklahoma . 

Texas _ 

Utah . — 


United  States. 


Acres  released  as  of  Dec.  31 


1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

119 

29 

2,838 

619 

36 

356 

95 

8,662 

3,023 

92 

7,  725 

8,148 

19,339 

16,  584 

173 

7, 694 

2, 660 

43, 638 

13,093 

185 

73 

28 

1,254 

380 

27 

-  28 

25 

1,307 

509 

2,367 

1,297 

26,260 

14,  675 

29 

29,  741 

15, 657 

147,  679 

75,619 

82,492 

25 

1,111 

16,336 

18 

7,926 

150, 697 
11 

615 

31 

44 

4,011 

2,497 

220 

8, 173 

1,436 

42,838 

22,567 

1,178 

1,260 

808 

22,424 

11,305 

292 

8, 148 

3, 534 

81,911 

40,  292 

382 

25, 351 

19,888 

198, 871 

83, 136 

1,338 

6,924 

3,170 

12,  818 

18,  653 

256 

16,  543 

11,774 

103,  699 

71,  539 

1,508 

4,  011 

2,258 

54,  528 

26,  942 

444 

27,542 

21,432 

127,  263 

28,  672 

1,071 

3,  851 

3,  433 

70,  423 

59,  613 

309 

9, 367 

4,  898 

54,  759 

54,  921 

456 

12, 994 

12, 585 

152,  556 

78, 738 

1,468 

11,835 

2,846 

275,  624 

87, 183 

918 

18, 251 

4,332 

267,  069 

118,  895 

4,290 

47,  804 

13,  789 

372, 195 

168, 150 

2, 308 

8,  726 

3,949 

168,  804 

68,  802 

1,085 

38,  913 

15, 614 

286,  739 

162,  434 

1,410 
2, 095 

33, 645 

30,  727 

283, 410 

160,  507 

21,  504 

6,  663 

246, 321 

140, 062 

1,010 

42,  657 

14,  004 

306, 083 

171,  622 

1,026 

13, 397 

6,421 

93,  620 

44,  255 

2,507 

194, 766 

167, 131 

607,  352 

186, 368 

8,  894 

29,  988 

14,  503 

142, 191 

59, 587 

2, 921 

42,  435 

17, 022 

349,  887 

144,  540 

2,  488 

199,  662 

130,  617 

613, 792 

402,  433 

8,316 

19, 066 

10, 365 

84,  959 

36,  372 

1,  418 

151,  661 

85, 374 

410,  602 

335,  511 

5,  911 

9, 860 

13, 761 

114,268 

45, 332 

3,871 

14, 322 

4,676 

2,935 

477 

32, 503 

438 

10, 756 

3, 103 

16,223 

7,470 

89,  546 

36,  586 

99,  576 

40,  891 

137,  784 

30,  497 

3,434 

72, 390 

79, 120 

344,  243 

110,378 

11, 179 

85, 986 

14, 211 

13,  813 

470 

251, 424 
4,938 

136,  561 

83,  952 

334,  079 

155,  760 

647, 503 

205, 321 

644,624 

255, 606 

211, 250 

22;  352 

6, 399 

44,  201 

13,  955 

841 

2, 172, 411 

1, 099, 019 

7,  491,  923 

3,  651,  965 

647, 827 

1966 


13 

352 

1,636 

914 

25 

40 

249 

5,340 

1,713 


165 

1,496 

79 

17,  911 
7,494 
38,  851 
74, 366 
6,884 
12,309 

12,  858 
21,  649 

8,472 

2,032 
1,169 
1,026 
1,349 
8, 100 
5,568 
1,254 
11,831 

6,535 
189, 556 

13,  891 
10,124 

199,  804 
8,987 
54,  448 
3,  056 
3,827 

1,739 
1,801 
178, 528 
78, 191 


308,  208 
129, 087 
495,  680 
45, 293 


1,  973,  950 


1967 


53 

166 

8,586 

1,010 

10 

177 

86 

7,267 

2,491 


1,359 

1,106 

1,429 

29,982 
24, 827 
21, 543 
152, 108 
30, 158 
14, 980 
15,  457 
60, 761 
14, 323 

749 

437 

942 

2,  218 

5,  330 

4,  270 

792 

6,  927 

1,485 
136, 809 
14, 450 

7.396 
129, 771 

6,453 
37,831 
10, 971 

1.396 

431 

1,427 
82, 845 
94, 193 


113, 288 
81,612 
220, 696 
10, 077 


1, 360, 675 


1968 


513 
5, 053 
31,  740 
10,  674 
455 
5, 116 
2,134 
107,372 
50,236 
b 

13,398 
22, 921 

13. 438 

133, 577 
159,  785 

68. 439 
372,116 

69, 013 
65, 489 
73, 364 
201, 100 
134, 003 

43, 734 
54,322 
34,  998 
99, 962 
95,  804 
221,  317 
50,  552 
105,  678 

83, 748 
304, 267 
224,  883 
218, 394 
571,  752 
40,  714 
425, 490 
95,  616 
44, 342 


1969 


32, 937 
604, 114 
412,  997 


77,  559 
341,  844 
697,  746 
66, 858 


6, 489, 662 


461 
524 
27, 867 
4,  724 
442 
4, 561 
2,086 
106,467 
63,602 


10,  946 
13,600 
7,240 

92, 198 
77, 700 
58, 554 
255, 410 
24,  825 
25, 297 
30, 337 
227, 950 
80, 738 

11, 445 
24,  520 
17, 019 
32,  911 
93,  726 
87,323 
48, 411 
88,  987 

39,347 
105,  984 
124, 989 
83, 839 
548,  512 
24,  735 
315, 245 
39,  299 
14,325 


11,  740 
122, 212 
247, 283 


360 
225,  842 
276,  691 
24,  089 


3, 714, 363 


1970 


756 


6,084 

54 


191 


345 


50 

105 

225 
2,  049 


Total  acres 
in  reserve 


4,681 
18,323 
122,554 
84,592 
2,694 
11,763 
49, 183 
502, 337 
366, 162 
62 

32,661 

115,315 

58,275 

407, 935 
598,390 
229, 208 
1, 059, 063 
219,  063 
324, 236 
269, 635 
635, 861 
495, 877 

436, 711 
493, 285 
658, 231 
387, 806 
708,  070 
828,  862 
516,  619 
748, 920 

291, 540 
1,903, 176 
627, 403 
876, 125 
2,  704, 719 
233, 069 
1,822,073 
336,034 
124, 406 

7,  761 
200, 833 
1,299, 881 
1,  449, 974 


9,859 


865,319 
1,493,675 
3, 655, 117 
234,  065 


28,511,544 


i  Based  on  report  from  Data  Processing  Center  of  contracts  on  i 
State  average  rental  per  acre  for  all  land  in  the  reserve  in  1961. 


Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
opinion  of  many  cattle  raisers,  it  would 
be  unwise  to  shift  all  of  the  soil  bank 
land  into  the  production  of  feed  grains 
or  into  improved  pasture  to  be  grazed, 
because  this  would  tend  to  aggravate  the 
feed  grains  surplus  situation.  Current 


proposals  to  develop  trade  relations  with 
the  Soviet  Union  and  other  Iron  Curtain 
countries  relate  to  wheat,  not  to  feed 
grains,  which  are  our  worst  surplus-com¬ 
modity  problem.  Also  not  to  be  over¬ 
looked  is  the  fact  that  cattle  prices  have 
been  depressed  during  most  of  this  year, 


and  imports  of  beef  and  veal  have  more 
then  doubled  since  1960,  the  result  being 
that  today  they  are  equal  to  almost  10 
percent  of  domestic  production.  Under 
such  circumstances,  to  have  the  Govern¬ 
ment  subsidize  the  retirement  of  land 
and  then  permit  it  to  be  grazed  in  com- 
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petition  with  cattle  raisers  who  are  not 
receiving  subsidies,  would  be  unrealistic 
and  unfair. 

Action  on  this  problem  is  overdue.  Fall 
plowing  is  under  way  now.  Thousands 
of  farmers  whose  soil  bank  contracts  ex¬ 
pire  this  year  want  to  know  what  to  do. 
I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  the  bill  now  before  the  Senate. 

Typical  of  the  letters  I  have  received 
from  Iowa  farmers  are  two  which  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Oakland,  Iowa, 

July  23,  1963. 

Dear  Senator  Miller:  There  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  items  up  in  Congress  which  bother 
me.  I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the 
possibility  of  land  being  taken  out  of  the 
conservation  reserve  and  turned  back  to 
grazing  land. 

We  are  not  what  is  considered  large  cat¬ 
tle  feeders,  but  it  is  still  our  means  of  mak¬ 
ing  a  living.  With  fat  cattle  prices  being 
what  they  are  this  year,  I  feel  that  more 
grazing  land  would  only  tend  to  aggravate 
an  overabundance  of  cattle  more. 

We  would  appreciate  your  support  on  get¬ 
ting  this  land  back  in  the  conservation 
reserve. 

Sincerely, 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Kenneth  Parkhill. 


Somers,  Iowa, 

July  29, 1963. 

Senator  Miller. 

Dear  Sir:  I  think  that  it  would  be  good 
to  continue  the  Benson  soil  bank  contracts. 
If  the  law  is  not  passed  soon,  there  will  be  a 
lot  of  it  plowed  up  and  produce  good  crops 
that  will  add  to  the  surplus. 

As  ever, 

A.  W.  Moeller. 

Mr.  MILLER  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  following 
my  remarks  preceding  the  vote  on  the 
Mundt  amendment  an  article  from  to¬ 
day’s  Wall  Street  Journal  entitled  “U.S. 
Crop  Shipments  Abroad  Rise  Sharply, 
Ease  Payments  Deficit.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Farm  Export  Surge:  U.S.  Crop  Shipments 
Abroad  Rise  Sharply,  Ease  Payments  Def¬ 
icit — Traders  Move  Into  Markets  Soviet 
Can’t  Handle — Gains  May  Help  Trim  Sur¬ 
pluses — Aid  From  Foreign  Affluence 
(By  Joe  Western) 

Washington. — Even  as  a  possible  U.S. 
wheat  sale  to  Russia  takes  embryonic  form, 
American  farm  goods  are  swarming  to  for¬ 
eign  markets  at  rates  surpassing  expectations 
and  toppling  records. 

Wheat,  feed  grains,  cotton,  soybeans,  and 
other  products  are  heading  abroad  in  grow¬ 
ing  volume,  thanks  mainly  to  general  pros¬ 
perity  and  disappointing  crops  in  key  foreign 
lands.  Agriculture  Department  trade  ana¬ 
lysts  are  privately  predicting  that  total  farm 
exports  in  the  marketing  year  begun  July  1 
could  mount  to  as  much  as  $5.7  billion,  the 
highest  ever  and  well  above  the  past  year’s 
near-record  $5.1  billion.  Only  a  few  weeks 
ago,  they  looked  for  just  a  tiny  gain  over  last 
year. 

One  happy  result  is  to  boost  this  country’s 
oversea  earnings  of  dollars;  a  growing  share 
of  the  shipments  is  going  to  customers  who 
pay  in  hard  U.S.  currency.  “The  effect  on  our 


stubborn  balance-of-payments  deficit  should 
indeed  be  salubrious,”  smiles  a  key  policy¬ 
maker. 

Too,  there’s  a  healthier  chance  now  for 
cutting  some  U.S.  farm  gluts.  Particularly 
steep  gains  are  expected  in  exports  of  wheat 
and  cotton,  two  of  the  most  burdensome  sur¬ 
plus  items.  Latest  forecasts  envision  a  leap 
of  more  than  40  percent  in  cotton  shipments 
from  the  previous  marketing  year  and  a  rise 
of  roughly  15  percent  in  wheat.  In  the  case 
of  wheat,  officials  now  look  for  the  sharpest 
year-to-year  shrinkage  in  stocks  since  the 
Korean  war. 

REPLACING  RUSSIAN  GRAIN 

Russia’s  crop  failures  already  figure  sig¬ 
nificantly  in  the  U.S.  export  outlook.  The 
U.S.S.R.  has  been  forced  both  to  buy  wheat 
from  Canada  and  Australia  and  to  withdraw 
as  an  important  wheat  exporter  outside  the 
Iron  Curtain.  Hard-selling  U.S.  traders  are 
moving  into  the  gap.  As  one  direct  result, 
Britain,  Holland,  Belgium,  and  West  Ger¬ 
many  lately  have  bought  more  than  4  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  of  American  bread  grain  for 
October  and  November  shipment. 

Less  publicized  phenomena  are  helping 
out.  Bad  weather  has  trimmed  harvests  not 
only  in  Russia  but  almost  all  across  Europe 
this  year.  Damaging  rains  may  cut  Western 
Europe’s  1963  wheat  harvest  to  a  post-World 
War  II  low  of  only  1.3  billion  bushels,  down 
from  last  year’s  record  1.6  billion.  Free 
world  stocks  of  some  commodities,  notably 
cotton,  have  been  held  low;  now  some  re¬ 
building  of  cotton  inventories  is  beginning 
in  anticipation  of  tighter  fiber  supplies  and 
bigger  textile  demand. 

Growing  populations  in  highly  industrial¬ 
ized  Japan  and  Western  Europe  now  have 
increased  cash  to  spend  for  more  and  better 
food  and  fiber.  Free  world  treasuries  are 
bulging  with  more  gold,  dollars  and  other 
foreign  currency  reserves  than  ever  before. 
The  latest  tally,  for  the  end  of  March,  shows 
the  total,  not  counting  U.S.  holdings,  at 
$49.1  billion,  up  from  $45.9  billion  a  year 
earlier. 

ERASING  A  RECORD 

The  wealthy  European  nations,  it’s  fig¬ 
ured,  will  increase  their  dolar  purchases  of 
U.S.  farm  goods  far  more  sharply  than  less 
rewarding  exports  elsewhere  will  rise;  these 
include  sales  for  soft  currencies,  barter  deals 
and  outright  giveaways.  Thus  farm  exports 
for  dollars — excluding  these  other  trans¬ 
actions — are  expected  to  bound  upward  to 
around  $4  billion  this  marketing  year,  eras¬ 
ing  the  record  of  more  than  $3.5  billion  set 
last  year. 

Even  before  the  new  marketing  year  be¬ 
gan,  the  export  rise  was  on.  Despite  last 
January’s  paralyzing  dock  strike  on  the  east 
and  gulf  coasts,  total  farm  shipments  from 
January  through  July  totaled  more  than  $3 
billion,  a  modest  $60  million  gain  from  the 
1962  pace.  There’s  more  of  a  surge  when 
January  is  excluded;  for  the  6  months  ended 
in  July,  the  outgo  came  to  more  than  $2.8 
billion,  topping  the  year-earlier  performance 
by  $200  million. 

Nevertheless,  even  the  most  optimistic 
analysts  caution  that  their  predictions  could 
go  awry.  For  one  thing,  a  coming  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  report  on  the  effects  of  smoking  on 
health,  if  as  unfavorable  as  some  reports  in¬ 
dicate,  might  hurt  tobacco  sales  abroad. 
Shipping  space  could  turn  out  to  be  a  prob¬ 
lem  too.  “With  the  Russians  and  Chinese 
moving  so  much  grain  from  Canada  and 
Australia,”  suggests  an  official,  “any  volume 
of  ours  moving  above  $5.6  billion  probably 
will  have  real  trouble  finding  space  in  ship 
bottoms.” 

Furthermore,  much  of  the  coming  export 
bulge  probably  will  be  temporary.  “You 
Just  can’t  expect  crop  disasters  every  year,” 
says  a  U.S.  policymaker.  Too,  European 


protectionism  could  fence  out  more  Ameri¬ 
can  goods,  as  in  the  famous  chicken  war 
raging  lately. 

WIDE  FLUCTUATIONS 

U.S.  farm  exports  often  have  fluctuated 
widely.  From  $4.7  billion  in  the  1956-57 
marketing  year,  the  total  fell  to  $3.7  billion 
2  years  later.  Sales  built  up  again  to  a 
record  of  more  than  $5.1  billion  in  the  year 
ended  in  mid-1962,  and  then  eased  off  to 
around  that  figure  last  marketing  year. 

For  the  current  year.  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  specialists  size  up  product-by-product 
increases  this  way: 

Wheat  exports,  which  totaled  639  million 
bushels  valued  at  nearly  $1.2  billion  in  1962- 
63,  are  expected  to  mount  to  a  record  of  at 
least  740  million  bushels  valued  at  more 
than  $1.3  billion.  As  recently  as  Labor  Day, 
the  official  forecast  was  only  675  million 
bushels.  With  this  aid,  the  Nation’s  wheat 
surplus  is  expected  to  shrink  to  just  below  1 
billion  bushels  by  mid-1964;  that  would  be  a 
cut  of  200  million  from  the  heap  on  hand  on 
June  30  this  year,  and  the  sharpest  decline 
in  more  than  a  decade. 

Other  glut-cutting  seems  less  certain. 
But  cotton  shipments,  which  last  marketing 
year  slumped  to  around  3.5  million  bales 
worth  $492  million,  are  expected  to  jump 
this  year  to  around  5  million  bales  valued 
at  more  than  $700  million.  Feed  grain  sales, 
which  last  marketing  year  reached  a  record 
15.3  million  tons  worth  $737  million  may 
amount  to  a  new  high  of  17  million  tons 
valued  at  nearly  $820  million.  Exports  of 
soybeans,  plus  oil  crushed  from  soybeans  and 
cottonseed  for  cooking  and  other  uses,  could 
climb  from  last  year’s  $778  million  to  as 
much  as  $900  million. 

Despite  current  clouds  over  tobacco,  sales 
of  U.S.  leaf  promise  to  show  gains  from  the 
poor  1962-63  showing  of  474  million  pounds 
valued  at  $378  million,  down  7  percent  from 
the  previous  marketing  year.  Shipments  of 
rice,  vegetables,  and  cattle  for  breeding  may 
gain  modestly. 

While  a  slump  in  poultry  still  seems  ines¬ 
capable,  some  Agriculture  Department  spe¬ 
cialists  expect  new  markets,  such  as  Japan, 
to  help  offset  the  loss  caused  by  European 
tariff  barriers.  Shipments  of  broiler  chick¬ 
ens  and  turkey  meat,  the  major  U.S.  poultry 
products  exported,  slumped  from  January 
through  July  to  less  than  half  the  138  million 
pounds  shipped  a  year  earlier.  But  the  gap 
has  narrowed  somewhat.  The  10.2  million 
pounds  recorded  for  July  alone  were  more 
than  half  the  16.6  million  of  the  like  1962 
month. 

To  cash  in  on  the  generally  brightening 
prospects,  American  salesmen  are  globetrot¬ 
ting  as  never  before.  No  less  than  62  U.S. 
food  and  agricultural  firms,  including  Chi¬ 
cago’s  Quaker  Oats  Co.,  Armour  &  Co.,  and 
Libby,  McNeill  &  Libby,  have  agreed  to  ex¬ 
hibit  and  sell  their  products  at  the  largest 
international  trade  fair  ever  sponsored  by 
the  Agriculture  Department.  It  is  scheduled 
to  open  November  7  in  Amsterdam  and  will 
last  18  days.  “We’re  nearly  sold  out  of 
exhibit  space,”  says  a  Department  official. 

Already,  emissaries  of  more  than  40 
American  producer  and  trade  groups,  work¬ 
ing  with  Federal  officials  in  jointly  financed 
market  research  and  promotion  projects,  are 
crisscrossing  50  countries  pushing  U.S.  farm 
products,  notably  wheat,  soybeans,  and  poul¬ 
try  meat. 

Permanent  U.S.  trade  centers  established 
by  the  Commerce  and  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ments  in  London  and  Tokyo  are  serving  as 
listening  posts  and  information  booths  on 
farm  marketing  possibilities  in  Europe  and 
Asia.  At  the  Tokyo  center,  a  score  or  more 
of  U.S.  poultry  packers  are  wooing  Japanese 
businessmen  and  consumers  with  exhibits 
and  free  samples  in  a  show  aimed  at  pro- 


1963 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


moting  chicken  and  turkey  eating  in  Nippon. 
A  tr.S.  official  hails  the  show  as  a  “tremen¬ 
dous  success.”  though  the  cash  payoff  re¬ 
mains  to  be  seen. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  5  minutes 
to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  the 
question  of  the  disposition  of  the  acres 
coming  out  of  the  soil  bank  is  of  particu¬ 
lar  interest  to  Minnesota.  The  cumula¬ 
tive  participation  as  to  the  number  of 
farms  shows  that  in  1961  Minnesota  was 
second  only  to  Texas  in  the  number  of 
farms  with  conservation  reserve  acres, 
19,991  Minnesota  farms  having  contracts. 
The  cumulative  number  of  acres  in 
conservation  reserve  at  that  time  in  Min¬ 
nesota  was  1,896,228 — a  number  exceeded 
only  by  North  Dakota  and  Texas.  Con¬ 
tracts  on  some  of  these  acres  have  ex¬ 
pired,  but  Minnesota  still  had  1,538,000 
acres  in  the  conservation  reserve  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  beginning  of  this  year. 

Nearly  24.3  million  acres  still  remain 
in  the  soil  bank,  and  about  7.4  acres  are 
scheduled  to  be  released  this  year.  In 
1964  another  3.3  million  acres  will  come 
out. 

Action  will  be  necessary  to  keep  these 
acres — or  an  equivalent  number  of 
acres — from  being  returned  to  cropland 
production.  The  question  is.  What  is  the 
best  means  by  which  to  accomplish  this? 

The  subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Pro¬ 
duction,  Marketing,  and  Stabilization  of 
Prices  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
has  held  hearings  on  this  problem,  and 
has  also  held  an  executive  session  on  it. 
The  administration  had  proposed  to 
change  the  program  from  cropland  re¬ 
tirement  to  cropland  diversion,  but  a 
number  of  questions  have  been  raised 
which  require  additional  time  for  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  committee. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  subcommittee 
and  I  wish  to  assure  Senators  who  are 
supporting  the  pending  amendment  that 
I,  too,  am  interested  in  getting  action 
on  a  bill  to  meet  this  problem.  But  I 
do  not  believe  we  should  take  the  un¬ 
usual  route  of  attaching  to  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  an  amendment  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  extension  of  this  program. 

Some  of  the  land  for  which  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  contracts  will  expire  is  al¬ 
ready  committed  by  the  landholder  to 
be  returned  to  crop  production  next 
year.  A  mere  extension  will  not  keep 
this  land  out  of  crop  production  in  1964. 
Even  if  all  the  land  were  retained,  we 
would  still  only  be  putting  off  the  solu¬ 
tion  for  another  2  years,  at  which  time 
we  would  find  over  10  million  acres  com¬ 
ing  out  of  contract  at  one  time. 

The  method  proposed  in  the  Mundt 
amendment  would  also  be  more  expen¬ 
sive  than  some  of  the  proposals  now 
under  study  by  the  subcommittee.  Con¬ 
sideration  is  being  given  to  some  form 
of  limited  land  use  for  reserve  acres. 
This  would  permit  lower  payments  than 
at  present.  If  acres  taken  from  crop¬ 
land  use  were  diverted  to  pasture,  wild¬ 
life,  recreational  use,  woodlots,  or  other 
uses,  the  Secretary  could  reduce  the  cost 
per  acre  of  the  program. 


In  my  judgment,  one  of  the  principal 
reasons  for  dealing  with  this  problem  in 
a  separate  measure  is  to  try  to  meet  the 
serious  objection  to  the  original  soil 
bank  measure — that  is,  as  to  the  effect 
of  this  type  of  total  withdrawal  of  farms 
on  the  rural  community.  If  we  can  make 
some  provision  for  keeping  farms  in  op¬ 
eration — rather  than  have  them  totally 
withdrawn  from  production — we  can 
strengthen  the  rural  community,  and 
certainly  can  strengthen  the  justification 
for  this  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida  for  yielding  me  this  time. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  yield,  to  permit  me  to  pro¬ 
pose  a  further  unanimous  consent  agree¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  heard  the  colloquy  in 
which  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  said  that  when 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  was 
entered  into  last  Thursday,  certainly 
there  was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  any 
of  us  to  have  the  Senate  rule  changed 
by  means  of  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement.  I  believe  it  was  then  the  in¬ 
tention — certainly  it  was  mine — to  have 
the  Senate  proceed  by  a  single  vote  to 
overrule  the  point  of  order,  then  suspend 
the  rule,  and  then  agree  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

But  although  that  was  the  understand¬ 
ing,  it  is  obvious  that  the  language  used 
in  the  order  did  not  make  that  clear. 
I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
believes  that  the  unanimous-consent  or¬ 
der  will  terminate  all  debate  at  the  end 
of  3  hours;  that  then  there  will  be  the 
single  vote;  that  it  was  never  intended 
to  deprive  the  Senator  from  Florida  of 
the  right  to  make  his  point  of  order; 
and  that,  until  today,  all  of  us  antici¬ 
pated  that  all  that  was  included  in  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement. 

So,  Mr.  President,  in  order  to  bring 
this  matter  to  what  I  believe  will  be  an 
amicable  conclusion— because  in  25  years 
in  Congress  I  have  never  resorted  to 
sharp  legislative  practice;  and  I  do  not 
propose  to  do  so  today,  simply  because 
I  temporarily  have  a  weapon  in  my 
hand — I  ask  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  that  the  unanimous- consent  agree¬ 
ment  of  last  Thursday  be  modified  so  as 
to  provide  that  by  one  two-thirds  major¬ 
ity  vote  the  Senate  may  suspend  para¬ 
graph  4  of  rule  XVI,  so  that  my  amend¬ 
ment  will  then  be  in  order,  and  may  then 
agree  to  my  amendment — all  in  a  single 
vote — and  thus  be  able  to  accomplish 
both  objectives  by  a  single  vote,  whenever 
the  time  under  the  agreement  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  assumes 
that  I,  in  pursuance  of  my  obligation, 
will  make  the  point  of  order;  and  that 
then  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
will  make  his  motion  that  the  Senate 
overrule  the  point  of  order,  and  agree 
to  the  amendment — all  in  one  vote — 
which  would  require  a  two-thirds  af¬ 
firmative  majority. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Yes.  My  amendment 
has  already  been  submitted;  so  I  assume 
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that  the  Senator  from  Florida  will  make 
the  point  of  order  that  the  amendment 
proposes  the  inclusion  of  legislation  in 
an  appropriation  bill,  and  that  then — 
by  a  single  vote — the  Senate  will  pass 
upon  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that,  under  the  existing  agreement,  a 
two-thirds  affirmative  vote  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  would  both  suspend  paragraph  4  of 
rule  XVI  and  agree  to  the  amendment; 
in  other  words,  both  actions  would  be 
taken  by  means  of  the  one  vote. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  understand  the  Chair’s  ruling.  I 
certainly  intend  to  make  the  point  of 
order.  If  the  proposed  modification  of 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  would 
not  permit  the  point  of  order  to  be  made, 
I  wish  that  fact  to  be  ascertained  at  this 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  it  is  assumed 
under  the  modified  agreement,  that  a 
point  of  order  will  be  made,  on  the 
ground  that  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  proposes  the 
addition  of  legislation  to  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  Such  an  amendment  cannot 
be  offered  until  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI 
is  suspended;  and  a  two-thirds  ma¬ 
jority  is  required  in  order  to  take  such 
action. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  simplify  our  arriving  at  the  objective 
which  all  of  us  have  in  mind,  I  include 
in  my  request  a  provision  to  the  effect 
that  it  is  agreed  that  the  point  of  order 
which  it  was  understood  would  be  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  now, 
in  fact,  been  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  request  will  be  modified  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  modified 
request  for  unanimous  consent  to  modify 
the  existing  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Then,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  understand  that  it  is  now  under¬ 
stood  that,  by  means  of  only  one  vote, 
the  Senate  will  deal  with  the  question 
of  suspending  the  rule  and  also  with  the 
question  of  agreeing  to  the  substance 
of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  And  a  two-thirds 
vote  will  be  required,  as  I  understand. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Furthermore,  Mr. 
President,  I  believe  it  is  now  understood 
that  the  Senator  from  Florida,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  handling  the 
bill,  has  raised  the  point  of  order  that 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  proposes  the  addition  of 
legislation  to  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes; 
that  assumption  is  now  understood. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  And  it  is  also 
understood  thdt  a  two-thirds  vote  will 
be  required  in  order  to  suspend  the  rule 
and  also  in  order  to  agree  to  the  sub- 
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stance  of  the  amendment;  is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota.  He  has  been 
most  considerate,  and  I  wish  the  record 
to  note  that  in  our  discussions  he  has 
been  most  cooperative.  He  could  have 
insisted  upon  a  technical  interpretation 
of  the  unanimous-consent  agreement; 
but,  in  the  typical  fashion  of  a  gentle¬ 
man  and  a  honorable  man,  he  did  not 
do  so.  So  I  express  to  him  my  gratitude 
and  my  appreciation. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  statement. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota — although 
I  know  that  he  already  knows  this — that 
I  never  expect  anything  from  him  but 
the  kind  of  magnanimous  consideration 
he  has  accorded  in  this  instance — which 
I  recognize,  and  for  which  I  express  my 
gratitude. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Let  me  add  that  I  have 
so  much  confidence  in  my  amendment 
that  I  hope  that  in  any  event  it  will  be 
agreed  to  by  a  unanimous  vote. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  be  willing  to  accept  a  substitute  for 
the  amendment?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  yield  briefly  to  me? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

CONSERVATION  AND  LAND  USE 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  in  programs  that  put  farmland 
into  conservation  uses.  Through  the 
years  I  have  firmly  supported  proposals 
that  provided  for  cost-sharing  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  under  the  ACP  program. 
I  have  supported  the  programs  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service.  I  proposed 
a  conservation  acreage  reserve  program 
that  was  designed  to  conserve  our  invalu¬ 
able  agricultural  productivity,  our  na¬ 
tural  resources,  and  at  the  same  time,  to 
protect  and  improve  farm  income.  I 
voted  for  the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  1956,  not 
because  this  was  the  best  program  pos¬ 
sible,  but  because  it  was  the  best  program 
available.  My  colleagues  will  recall  that 
this  act  was  passed  only  after  the  presi¬ 
dential  veto  of  a  farm  bill  that  was  de¬ 
signed  to  make  positive  improvements  in 
farm  prices  and  farm  income — the  soil 
bank  program  was  only  a  minor  part  of 
that  larger  proposal  and  was  passed  as 
a  separate  act  after  the  veto  in  the 
fervent  hope  that  farmers  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  some  positive  income  improvement 
by  Congress  in  that  dark  year  of  1956. 

That  fervent  hope  was  dissipated  in 
the  following  years  as  crop  production 
increased  and  surpluses  piled  high.  The 
hope  for  improved  net  farm  income  was 
dashed  as  year  after  year,  between  1956 
and  1960,  net  farm  income  decreased 
annually  around  $1  billion.  Rural  com¬ 
munities  suffered  as  whole  farms  were 
placed  in  the  reserve  and  the  owners 
moved  away.  Widespread  objections  to 
the  conservation  reserve  were  voiced  by 
farmers  and  businessmen.  It  was  for 
these  reasons  that  in  1960  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 


ate  voted  to  terminate  the  conservation 
reserve  program. 

Misunderstandings  with  regard  to  the 
conservation  reserve  program  that  con¬ 
fronts  us  center  on  the  question:  Is  there 
good  use  for  this  land,  or  must  it  be 
kept  idle?  Some  cattle  producers  believe 
their  prices  are  threatened  by  use  of  the 
land  in  question  for  pasture.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  are  reports  that  ad¬ 
ditional  pasturage  would  be  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  because  beef  production 
should  be  increased  through  the  years 
to  meet  the  needs  of  our  growing  popula¬ 
tion. 

Because  of  these  differing  opinions  the 
Congress  this  eyar  has  been  unable  to 
pass  any  legislation  dealing  with  either 
a  program  of  land  use  or  an  across-the- 
board  extension  of  expiring  conservation 
reserve  contracts.  This  has  led  to  a 
great  deal  of  confusion  among  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  my  own  State  of  Minnesota  and 
throughout  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  going  to  take 
sides  in  this  question.  I  am,  however, 
introducing  today  what  I  consider  to  be 
a  compromise — a  bill  which  takes  into 
consideration  the  arguments  made  by 
representatives  of  each  side  of  the  ques¬ 
tion.  I  do  this  in  order  to  erase  the  con¬ 
fusion  which  presently  exists  among  our 
farmers  and  I  hope  this  legislation  will 
get  the  bipartisan  support  it  will  need 
to  be  enacted. 

Very  simply,  Mr.  President,  what  my 
bill  does  is  provide  that  those  persons 
whose  conservation  reserve  contracts 
expire  this  year  and  next  can  extend 
them  until  December  31,  1965,  subject 
to  the  same  rules  and  regulations  under 
which  the  Soil  Bank  Act  now  operates. 

My  bill  goes  further,  however.  It  adds 
that  until  December  31,  1965,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  may  enter  into 
land-use  agreements  covering  an  acreage 
of  land  equal  to  the  acreage  on  which 
conservation  reserve  contracts  expire 
this  year  and  next  but  which  are  not 
extended. 

Mr.  President,  my  bill  contains  fea¬ 
tures  of  both  the  Soil  Bank  Act  and  the 
land  use  provisions  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962.  I  am  hopeful  it  will 
receive  early  consideration.  I  cannot 
vote  to  suspend  the  rules  and  merely  con¬ 
tinue  the  old  soil  bank  program.  We 
need  a  better  program — we  need  land 
use — not  idle  land.  We  need  to  conserve 
our  soil — and  put  it  to  constructive  use. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  2193)  to  authorize  exten¬ 
sion  of  expiring  conservation  reserve 
contracts,  and  for  other  purposes,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Humphrey,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
the  time  under  my  control. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  do  likewise;  and  I  now  do  so. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  So  do  I. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  already  been  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  in 
order  that  there  may  be  a  short  quorum 
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call  prior  to  the  vote,  I  now  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  re¬ 
maining  time  on  the  amendment  has  now 
been  yielded  back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  Under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered  on  this  question. 

The  absence  of  a  quorum  has  been  sug¬ 
gested;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Have  the  yeas  and 
nays  been  ordered? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  A  two-thirds  vote 
is  required  for  a  suspension  of  the  rule? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  assistant  majority  lead¬ 
er’s  question  was  complete.  A  two- 
thirds  vote  is  required  for  a  suspension 
of  the  rule  and  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  a  single  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  agreement,  a  two-thirds  vote  will  be 
required  to  suspend  the  rule  and  to 
adopt  the  amendment.  That  can  all  be 
accomplished  in  one  vote. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  a  sus¬ 
pension  of  the  rule  and  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield]. 
If  he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  “yea.”  Therefore,  I  with¬ 
hold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Mansfield]  ,  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mrs.  Neuberger]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle]  is  absent  because 
of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Sen- 
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ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Mossl,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  ,  and 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Sten- 
nis]  ,  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water],  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Dominick],  the  Senators  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits  and  Mr.  Keating],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
is  absent  because  of  death  in  his  family. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senators 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott  and  Mr. 
Dominick],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Fong],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Goldwater],  the  Senators  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits  and  Mr.  Keating], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty],  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted— yeas  20, 
nays  59,  as  follows: 

[No.  177  Leg.] 

YEAS— 20 


Aiken 

Curtis 

Morton 

Beall 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Pearson 

Boggs 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Lausche 

Scott 

Cooper 

Mechem 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Cotton 

Miller 

NAYS— 59 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Muskie 

Bartlett 

Hayden 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Hill 

Pas  tore 

Brewster 

Holland 

Proxmlre 

Burdick 

Humphrey 

Randolph 

Byrd,  Va. 

Inouye 

Ribicoff 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Russell 

Case 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith 

Clark 

Long,  La 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Talmadge 

Edmondson 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

McGee 

Walters 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbright 

McIntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Gore 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Gruening 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

Hart 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING — 21 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Moss 

Bible 

Javits 

Neuberger 

Dirksen 

Johnston 

Pell 

Dominick 

Keating 

Prouty 

Douglas 

Kuchel 

Simpson 

Engle 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Tower 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two- 
thirds  of  the  Senators  present  and  voting 
not  having  voted  in  the  affirmative,  the 
rule  is  not  suspended,  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous -consent  agreement  the 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendments  and  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  6754)  was  read  the  third 
time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  I  understand  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  the  vote 
on  passage  of  the  bill  will  occur  at  this 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  30  minutes  of  debate  on  the  question 
of  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  question  of 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska], 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
now  before  the  Senate  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  contains  a  feataure  which  could  well 
mark  the  turning  point  in  our  efforts  to 
find  a  solution  to  the  difficulties  we  have 
come  to  lump  together  under  the  label 
of  “the  farm  problem.” 

I  refer  to  an  item  of  $35  million  ear¬ 
marked  for  strengthened  research  on 
utilization  of  agricultural  commodities. 
The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  whose  leadership  is  responsible 
for  the  addition  of  these  funds  in  the 
Senate  bill,  has  already  told  us  of  the 
serious  imbalance  between  our  research 
to  improve  crop  production  and  our  ef¬ 
forts  to  find  new  uses  for  the  things  we 
grow.  The  funds  being  made  available 
in  this  bill  will  insure  that  we  are  devot¬ 
ing  at  least  as  many  of  our  resources  to 
utilization  research  as  we  are  to  produc¬ 
tion  research. 

All  of  American  agriculture  owes  a  debt 
to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  for  their  work  in 
developing  this  program,  which  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  Senate’s  recognition  of  the 
need  for  action  when,  last  October,  it 
approved  Senate  Resolution  415,  calling 
upon  the  Secretary  of  Agricult ure  to  sub¬ 
mit  a  program  for  effective  strengthen¬ 
ing  of  utilization  research. 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  President, 
recognition  is  due  the  unflagging  efforts 
of  my  colleague  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Curtis],  who  earlier  this  year  introduced 
a  bill — S.  1156 — to  carry  out  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  on  In¬ 
creased  Industrial  Use  of  Agricultural 
Products,  headed  by  Mr.  J.  Leroy  Welsh 
of  Omaha.  For  many  years,  from  the 
time  he  served  in  the  House,  my  colleague 
[Mr.  Curtis]  has  been  in  the  forefront 
of  those  urging  a  stepped-up  program  of 
scientific  inquiry  into  new  and  improved 
uses  for  our  farm  products. 

His  bill  would  implement  the  excel¬ 
lent  report  of  the  Welsh  Commission 
which,  at  President  Eisenhower’s  direc¬ 
tion,  outlined  106  broad  fields  of  re¬ 
search  and  development,  including  hun¬ 
dreds  of  product  uses,  that  seem  to 
promise  fruitful  results. 

Particular  emphasis  was  given  in  the 
Commission’s  findings  to  the  use  of 
grain  alcohol  as  a  gasoline  blend.  The 
chemical  feasibility  of  such  use  is  well 
established.  What  is  required  now  is 
an  energetic  effort  to  increase  the  eco¬ 
nomic  feasibility. 
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There  are  literally  hundreds  of  other 
projects  which  may  be  pursued  with 
good  promise  of  a  quick  and  profitable 
return.  The  program  submitted  to  our 
committee  by  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  calls  for  initiating  and  expand¬ 
ing  studies  on  nearly  200  different  proj¬ 
ects.  Special  emphasis  would  be  placed 
on  two  highly  promising  areas — cereal 
and  forage  crops,  and  poultry,  dairy  and 
animal  products.  Substantial  increases 
would  be  allotted  to  work  on  cotton  and 
wool,  oilseeds,  fruits  and  vegetables,  and 
new  and  special  crops. 

Mr.  President,  this  Government  now 
spends  on  the  order  of  $15  billion  a  year 
in  research  and  development.  There  is 
good  reason  to  question  whether  it  is 
spent  wisely.  We  have  heard  sharp  and 
angry  citicism  of  some  projects  which 
appear  to  have  little  practical  value  and 
we  know  that  crash  programs,  such  as 
those  in  our  space  effort,  are,  in  and  of 
themselves,  wasteful  and  extravagant. 

The  $35  million  proposal  in  the  bill 
now  before  us  is  anything  but  a  crash 
program.  It  provides  for  a  steady, 
healthy  growth  of  the  Federal  scientific 
effort  to  a  size  and  strength  commensu¬ 
rate  with  the  Nation’s  need. 

When  the  President’s  scientific  ad¬ 
viser,  Dr.  Jerome  Weisner,  was  before 
our  Independent  Offices  Apropriations 
Subcommittee,  he  conceded  that  Con¬ 
gress  now  appropriates  billions  for  re¬ 
search  largely  on  faith,  with  no  real  as¬ 
surance  of  what  the  Nation  will  get  for 
its  money. 

The  opposite  is  true  of  the  program 
we  are  discussing  today.  Utilization  re¬ 
search  has  a  solid  record  of  returning 
$25  for  every  dollar  spent. 

For  many  years,  Mr.  President,  the 
American  farmer  has  been  caught  in 
a  vicious  cost-price  squeeze.  While  the 
price  he  receives  for  the  things  he  pro¬ 
duces  by  his  own  labor  and  investment 
has  gone  down,  the  price  he  must  pay 
for  the  things  he  needs  has  risen 
steadily. 

By  finding  new  markets,  through  new 
uses  for  agricultural  products,  we  can 
restore  the  health  of  our  farm  economy. 
This  is  of  prime  importance  to  States 
like  my  own  where  agriculture  is  the 
basic  industry. 

As  new  uses  and  new  processes  are 
developed,  we  can  expect  that  process¬ 
ing  and  manufacturing  plants  will  be 
established  in  the  areas  where  the  prod¬ 
ucts  are  grown,  thus  contributing  to  a 
balanced  and  efficient  economic  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  the  big  clock  down  at 
the  Census  Bureau  last  Friday  ticked  off 
its  estimate  of  America’s  population  at 
190  million.  In  about  3  years,  the  figure 
will  reach  200  million.  We  are  confident 
of  our  ability  to  produce  food  and  cloth¬ 
ing  for  that  many  people,  but  the  ques¬ 
tion  may  well  be  asked  whether  our 
usual  sources  will  be  adequate  to  meet 
the  demands  for  the  things  we  otherwise 
consume. 

Take  paper,  for  instance.  No  one  who 
lives  in  this  town  needs  to  be  reminded 
of  America’s  voracious  appetite  for  pa¬ 
per.  We  use  fantastic  amounts  of  films, 
fibers,  plastics  and  coatings. 

The  ARS  proposes  to  launch  a  ma¬ 
jor  research  effort  concerning  the  use  of 
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starch,  which  makes  up  70  percent  of 
cereal  grains,  for  these  products. 

So-called  cereal  pulp  products,  con¬ 
sisting  mainly  of  chemically-converted 
wheat  flour  or  cereal  starches  produced 
by  inexpensive  processes  will  yield  papers 
of  higher  tensile  strength  than  all-wood 
pulp  papers.  If  initial  findings  are  borne 
out  in  larger  scale  tests,  this  develop¬ 
ment  has  an  excellent  potential  for  im¬ 
proving  a  variety  of  paper  products — 
newsprint,  coating  adhesives,  coarse  pa¬ 
per,  and  building  and  insulating 
boards — and  would  require  the  use  of  100 
to  180  million  bushels  of  grain. 

There  are  other  exciting  prospects  in 
new  uses  of  cereals. 

Entirely  new  organic  materials  can  be 
created  through  fermentation  of  grain 
and  can  be  used  in  a  wide  variety  of 
processes. 

Winter  wheats  can  be  treated  to  make 
them  more  acceptable  in  foreign  mar¬ 
kets,  thus  teaming  research  with  another 
important  factor  in  reducing  our  sur¬ 
pluses,  world  trade. 

We  have  only  begun  to  explore  the  by¬ 
products  of  wheat  milling  which  can  be 
upgraded  into  concentrates  that  are  rich 
in  vitamins,  antibiotics,  hormones,  and 
other  growth-promoting  substances. 

The  program  outlined  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Research  Service  represents  a  care¬ 
ful  screening  of  projects  in  a  planning 
document  which  the  Service  keps  cur¬ 
rent  at  all  times.  It  is  a  listing  of  proj  - 
ects  which  show  promise  but  for  which 
funds  have  so  far  been  unavailable.  Giv¬ 
en  the  Senate’s  direction  to  propose  a 
program  at  the  level  of  $35  million,  the 
scientists  and  technicians  have  combed 
the  planning  list  for  the  most  promis¬ 
ing  and  worthwhile — and  realistic — 
activities. 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service,  un¬ 
der  the  capable  direction  of  Dr.  Byron 
Shaw  and  his  able  assistants,  has  given 
us  a  clear  blueprint  for  an  expanded  and 
strengthened  utilization  research  pro¬ 
gram.  They  are  prepared  to  carry  it  out. 
I  am  hopeful  that  in  the  conference  with 
the  House,  the  Senate  managers  will  per¬ 
suade  their  colleagues  from  the  other 
side  of  the  Capitol  of  the  importance  of 
this  program. 

MARKET  NEWS  SERVICE 

Mr.  President,  very  late  in  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee’s  markup  of  this 
bill,  the  matter  of  the  Federal-State  mar¬ 
ket  news  leased  wire  system  came  up. 
As  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  has  explained,  no  hearings 
were  held  on  this  subject,  so  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  was  appointed  to  meet  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and,  if  appro¬ 
priate,  bring  the  matter  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  for  discussion. 

In  his  remarks  on  last  Wednesday — 
page  17081  of  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord — the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]  explained  that : 

After  conferring  with  the  Secretary  of  Ag- 
culture,  the  subcommittee  felt  that  his  ex¬ 
planation  of  what  was  expected  to  be  done  in 
that  field  is  reasonable. 

Mr.  President,  since  I  was  not  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  that  subcommittee,  I  would  be 
most  interested  to  learn  what  the  sub¬ 
committee  found  reasonable  about  the 
Secretary’s  assertion  that  his  Depart¬ 


ment  will  be  the  sole  judge  in  those  cases 
where  it  is  decided  to  cancel  the  con¬ 
tracts  of  subscribers  to  this  service. 

In  his  letter  to  the  chairman  [Mr. 
Holland],  the  Secretary  says  in  one 
place. 

No  system  of  censorship  or  management  of 
the  press  is  involved  in  any  manner. 

Three  paragraphs  later,  he  makes  the 
assertion  that  his  Department  reserves- 
the  right  to  cancel  the  service  “in  its 
entirety  and  in  the  sole  judgment  of 
USD  A  if,  for  some  unforeseen  reason,  it 
should  turn  out  to  be  detrimental  to  the 
best  interests  of  agricultural  producers 
as  a  whole.” 

The  point,  Mr.  President,  is  this:  the 
information  supplied  by  this  market  news 
service  is  public  property,  bought  and 
paid  for  by  the  taxpayers  of  the  United 
States.  It  belongs  to  each  of  them  and 
to  all  of  them. 

To  have  the  Secretary  claim  the  right 
to  decide  who  gets  it  and  for  how  long 
and  under  what  circumstances  is  pre¬ 
posterous. 

The  information  available  over  this 
service  is  no  different  from  information 
contained  in  a  printed  leaflet,  such  as 
the  Department’s  famous  pamphlet  on 
infant  care.  Does  the  Secretary  claim 
that  he  has  the  right  to  decide  who  shall 
receive  those  pamphlets  and  what  use 
shall  be  made  of  them? 

There  are  serious  questions  concern¬ 
ing  this  market  news  service,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent.  Does  it  mean  that  each  depart¬ 
ment  will  soon  have  its  own  teletype 
news  service,  and  then,  in  the  name  of 
economy,  they  will  all  be  combined  into 
one  central  service? 

The  Soviets  have  a  system  like  that. 
It  is  called  Tass. 

But  whether  such  a  Government  news 
service  is  in  the  offing  or  not,  it  is  clear 
that  we  must  not  leave  to  an  official  of 
the  Government  the  authority  to  decide, 
willy  nilly,  whether  subscriber  A  should 
have  the  service  and  subscriber  B  should 
not. 

Suppose  in  exercising  its  “sole  judg¬ 
ment”  the  Department  of  Agriculture  de¬ 
cides  it  does  not  like  the  editorial  policy 
of  one  of  its  newspaper  subscribers.  Is 
that  a  basis  for  cancellation? 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Agriculture 
Committees  of  both  Houses,  as  well  as 
those  committees  concerned  with  true 
freedom  of  information,  will  turn  their 
attention  to  this  potentially  dangerous 
attempt  by  the  Secretary  to  set  himself 
up  as  a  censor  of  publicly  owned  news. 

Mr.  President,  America’s  free  press 
has  been  viewing  Mr.  Freeman’s  scheme 
with  a  very  jaundiced  eye.  An  example 
appeared  in  the  September  27  issue  of 
the  Lincoln  Journal.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  the  editorial  entitled,  “Free¬ 
man’s  News  Service.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Freeman’s  News  Service 

The  U.S.  press  and  public  expect  a  free 
flow  of  information  from  their  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  But  Secretary  Orville  Freeman,  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  appears  to 
be  a  little  too  generous  with  news  from  his 
bailiwick. 


He  has  told  the  press,  in  effect,  “You  won't 
even  have  to  bother  coming  around  any 
more,  boys.  We’ll  just  gather  up  all  our 
news  and  put  it  out  for  you.”  Freeman  even 
proposes  setting  up  an  agricultural  news 
service  to  get  this  information  to  the  press 
media,  as  the  Associated  Press  and  United 
Press  International  do. 

It’s  not  surprising  that  much  of  the  press 
has  replied,  “Thanks  a  lot,  Orville,  but  no 
thanks.” 

Not  that  they’re  a  bunch  of  ingrates.  But 
the  idea  raises  a  host  of  questions — profes¬ 
sional,  political,  and  practical. 

Foremost  among  them  might  be :  How 
would  the  Department  of  Agriculture  have 
“covered”  the  story  of  Billie  Sol  Estes,  or  the 
disappearance  of  several  million  tons  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  grain?  Would  it  have  re¬ 
ported  them  at  all?  How  would  the  De¬ 
partment  have  presented  the  news  on  the 
recent  wheat  referendum  which  it  plugged 
so  actively? 

The  present  method,  in  which  privately 
owned  and  competing  news  services  and 
news  media  seek  and  distribute  the  news, 
might  not  be  perfect.  But  it  beats  the  day¬ 
lights  out  of  Secretary  Freeman’s  proposal. 

For  whenever  the  independent  press  is  not 
allowed  to  gather  and  disseminate  news,  in¬ 
cluding  news  about  Government,  this  Na¬ 
tion  will  be  in  a  real  bad  way. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  unless 
there  are  further  demands  for  time,  I 
am  prepared  to  yield  back  the  remaining 
time  on  this  side  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  agreement  each  side  has  15  minutes. 
The  Senator  from  Illinois  is  prepared  to 
yield  back  his  remaining  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  my  remaining  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back. 

The  bill  having  been  read  the  third 
time,  the  question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On 
this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Bible], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Mansfield]  ,  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mrs.  Neuberger]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Engle]  is  absent  because 
of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Bible],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pell],  and  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  business. 
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The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water],  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Dominick],  the  Senators  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits  and  Mr.  Keating],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kttchel],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simp¬ 
son]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
is  absent  because  of  death  in  his  family. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  is  temporarily  absent  to  attend 
a  funeral. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senators 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott  and  Mr. 
Dominick],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Goldwater]  ,  the  Senators  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits  and  Mr.  Keating],  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Fong]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  74, 
nays  5,  as  follows: 

[No.  178  Leg.] 

YEAS— 74 


Aiken 

Gruening 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hart 

Morse 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Morton. 

Bayh 

Hayden 

Mundt 

Beall 

Hickenlooper 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Hill 

Nelson 

Boggs 

Holland 

Pastore 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Humphrey 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Russell 

Case 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Saltonstall 

Church 

Kennedy 

Scott 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Long,  La 

Smith 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Symington 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

McGee 

Walters 

Edmondson 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

McNamara 

Young,  N  Dak. 

Fulbright 

Mechem 

Young,  Ohio 

Gore 

Miller 

NAYS— 5 

Brewster 

Ribicoff 

Williams.  Del. 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

NOT  VOTING— 

-21 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Moss 

Bible 

Javits 

Neuberger 

Cooper 

Johnston 

Pell 

Dominick 

Keating 

Prouty 

Douglas 

Kuchel 

Simpson 

Engle 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Tower 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  was  passed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendments 
and  request  a  conference  with  the  House 
of  Representatives  thereon;  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Holland, 
Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Young 
of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr.  Mundt  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
first,  I  wish  to  express  the  thanks  of 
the  leadership  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  for  his  diligence 
and  patience  in  handling  this  very  im¬ 
portant  appropriation  bill.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  made  considerable  per¬ 
sonal  sacrifice  to  accommodate  other 
Senators,  and  I  want  him  to  know  that 
his  consideration  is  appreciated.  I  also 
wish  to  thank  the  Senator  for  the  metic¬ 
ulous  manner  in  which  he  explained  all 
the  features  of  this  bill,  so  that  the  Rec¬ 
ord  might  be  substantially  clear  as  to 
what  was  done  in  connection  with  this 
rather  substantial  appropriation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  generous  statement  of  the, 
acfting  majority  leader. 


ALIBATES  QUARRIES  OF  ANCIENT 

MAN  IN  THE  TEXAS  PANHANDLE 

SHOULD  BE  A  NATIONAL  MONU¬ 
MENT 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President 
more  and  more  citizens  of  the  Southwe 
are  becoming  aware  of  and  joining  in 
support  for  the  efforts  to  assure  pr&ser- 
ation  of  the  famous  Alibates  flinyquar- 
s  near  Amarillo,  Tex.  These  quar¬ 
ried  proposed  for  designatioiyus  a  na¬ 
tion^  monument  by  a  bill  winch  I  have 
introaUced,  S.  1348,  have  b£en  used  as  a 
source  flint  for  projectile  points  dur¬ 
ing  12,00fl^ears  of  Ame^can  history  and 
prehistory 

The  importance  of/^reserving  this  site 
is  well  described  in g  recent,  concise,  and 
informative  autiare  published  by  the 
Amarillo  Sunda^Vlews- Globe  and  writ¬ 
ten  by  Jim  Clai 

I  ask  unapjmouiK  consent  that  this 
article  be  jfrinted  at\;his  point  in  the 
Record. 

Ther toeing  no  objection,  the  article 
was  o^rered  to  be  printed  ns  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Fr^m'  the  Amarillo  (Tex.)  Si^day  News 
Globe,  Sept.  8,  1963] 

Flint  Quarry  Oldest  Mini 
(By  Jim  Clark) 

If  not  preserved  as  a  national  monurNent, 
a  mining  and  trading  business  operated^jy 
prehistoric  man  near  here  12,000  years  ag 
may  be  lost  to  vandals  and  souvenir  hunt-* 
ers. 

The  business — in  continuous  operation  for 
11,300  years — is  the  Alibates  flint  quarries, 
on  the  Canadian  River  35  miles  north  of 
Amarillo. 

Earliest  inhabitants  of  the  North  Ameri¬ 
can  Continent  walked  hundreds  of  miles  to 
collect  flint  from  the  quarries.  It  provided 
weapons  for  hunting  woollyhaired,  long- 
tusked  mammoths  which  thundered  over 
this  region  10,000  years  before  the  birth  of 
Christ. 

Location  of  the  quarries  and  nearby  In¬ 
dian  pueblo  ruins  is  one  of  the  State’s 
best-kept  secrets.  But  opening  of  the  25,- 
000-acre  Lake  Meredith  in  1965  will  make 
them  available  to  the  public  either  by  auto¬ 
mobile  or  boat. 

The  quarries  and  ruins  are  in  the  heart 
of  a  scenic  recreation  area  to  be  acquired 
by  the  lake  developer.  Canadian  River  Mu¬ 
nicipal  Water  Authority,  CRMWA  has  agreed 
to  dedicate  required  acreage  as  a  national 
monument  of  a  well-backed  proposal  gets 
necessary  Department  of  Interior  and  legis¬ 
lative  approval. 

National  monument  status  for  the  site 


would  make  this  area's  oldest  economic/re¬ 
source  the  newest — through  tour  revenues — 
and  provide  one  of  the  finest  edug/Ctional 
exhibits  in  the  Nation,  promoters  sa 

Telltale  signs  of  ancient  civilizations  are 
hundreds  of  grass-covered  quairty  excava¬ 
tions.  Artifacts  still  crop  up  antfong  the  flint 
chips  and  cores  surrounding yeach  pit. 

The  pueblo  ruins,  a  quartatmile  away,  are 
the  tattletale  of  a  people  tilled  the  soil 
and  built  flourishing  villages  600  years  be¬ 
fore  white  man  laid  claim  on  the  country. 

Archeological  evidence  indicates  flint  from 
the  qarries — valued  JJecause  of  its  brilliant 
coloring  and  quaUry — was  a  sought-after 
trade  item  amonc/ prehistoric  man. 

Tools  made  from  Alibates  flint  12,000  years 
ago  have  beenr  uncovered  in  archeological 
diggins  as  faraway  as  Montana. 

The  flintyta  stratum  spread  over  a  mile- 
long  zone /And  lying  between  areas  of  agat- 
ized  dolomite — occurs  in  reds,  blues,  whites, 
-purples/  yellows,  tans,  grays,  and  blacks. 
Much/of  it  is  banded,  striped,  splotched, 
streaked  or  dotted. 

fan  first  found  the  quarries  6,000  years 
fore  the  wheel  was  invented  or  the  first 
Writing  appeared,  500  years  before  the  ice 
rage  peaked  and  7,100  years  before  the  great 
pyramids  of  Giza  were  built  in  Egypt. 

“I  am  sure  that  Alibates  flint  was  used 
frequently  for  such  point  types  as  Folsom, 
Plainview,  Scotts  Bluff  and  Eden  *  *  *  for  at 
least  some  12,000  years  up  to  the  time  of 
pottery  cultures  in  Texas  and  New  Mexico,” 
Dr.  Alex  D.  Krieger,  University  of  Washing¬ 
ton  archeologist,  has  written. 

The  Alibates  quarries  were  “certainly  the 
most  important  ones,”  Dr.  Robert  E.  Bell, 
University  of  Oklahoma  archeologist,  has 
observed.  "They  appear  to  be  the  most  ex¬ 
tensive  and  to  have  been  used  over  the 
longest  period  of  time.” 

Dr.  Waldo  R.  Wedel,  Smithsonian  Institu¬ 
tion  curator,  referred  to  the  “famous”  Ali¬ 
bates  quarries  in  his  book,  “Prehistoric  Man 
on  the  Great  Plains.” 

After  the  time  of  the  mammoth  hunters, 
flint  from  the  Alibates  quarries  was  used  by 
ice  age  man  for  stalking  giant  bison,  camel, 
sloth  and  tapir,  once  plentiful  over  much  of 
the  Southwest. 

The  people  who  followed  prehistoric  man 
to  the  quarries  established  a  complex  econ¬ 
omy  based  upon  corn,  agriculture,  hunting 
and  trading  of  Alibates  flint. 

A  66-room  pueblo  ruin  in  the  quarry  area, 
excavated  by  a  Works  Progress  Administra¬ 
tion  crew  in  the  1930’s,  produced  16,000 
identifiable  artifacts — 11,000  of  them  not  na¬ 
tive  to  this  region. 

The  artifacts,  representing  a  culture  from 
900  to  1300  A.D.,  are  in  the  Panhandle- 
Plains  Historical  Museum  at  West  Texas 
State  University,  Canyon. 

•  Unexplored  limestone  slab  pueblos  may 
reWesent  an  older  or  more  recent  culture 
thaV  those  excavated  by  WPA  workers  and 
area  1^-cheologists.  A  100-room  pueblo  ruin 
in  thaWea  can  be  excavated  and  restored. 

The  exsea vated  puebloes  contain  vast  quan¬ 
tities  of  ntoit  shaved  from  larger  pieces  car¬ 
ried  from  tl(e  quarries  for  working. 

At  the  qftarries  and  pueblo  ruins  the 
archeologist  tofciy  finds  weapons  and  house¬ 
hold  tools,  alonK  with  pottery  shards,  stone 
implements,  and Vemains  of  materials  im¬ 
ported  to  this  regichj 

Prehistoric  man  tftrad  flint  blanks  (ready 
to  work  pieces)  as  a  medium  of  trade,  arche¬ 
ologists  verify. 

The  importance  of  Alibates  flint  to  pre¬ 
historic  man  and  its  us  as  \pth  a  utilitarian 
and  trade  item  was  emphasised  by  Dr.  Kirk 
Bryan  in  a  paper  published  bXPai  vard  Uni¬ 
versity. 

“The  Sources  of  Tools  and,  aftdihe  Same 
Time,  the  Factories  of  Prehistoric  ^American 
Man”  was  the  title  of  Bryan’s  papOL  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  Peabody  Museum  of  American 
Archeology  and  Ethnology.  \ 
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tools  and  weapons  made  from  the  easily 
iderittfiable  Alibates  flint  have  been  found 
in  cn^vis  and  Folsom  civilization  finds  in 
Texas,  \New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  Colorado, 
Wyoming.  South  Dakota,  and  Montana. 

From  9<J6  to  1300  A.D.,  pueblo  dwellers  used 
the  valuable  flint  to  trade  for' red  pipestone 
from  Minnesota,  shells  from  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  tMiPacific  Ocean,  obsidian,  tur¬ 
quoise,  and  painted  pottery  from  New  Mexico, 
painted  pottery  rtom  Arizona,  and  obsidian 
from  the  Yellowstone  area  of  Wyoming. 
Artifacts  made  front\Jhese  trade  items  were 
found  during  excavation  of  the  pueblo  com¬ 
plexes. 

“It  is  apparent  that  prehistoric  man  made 
special  journeys  to  the  quarries  just  to  obtain 
his  flint,”  Dr.  James  J.  Hesteksaid  when  con¬ 
firming  “extensive  use  of  AlibJttes  flint  in  the 
12,000-year-old  Clovis  culture  gammoth  kill 
site”  near  Portales,  N.  Mex.  HestV  is  curator 
of  the  Museum  of  New  Mexico. 

Reports  in  scientific  journals  poiM  to  the 
cultural,  economic,  geological,  and  historical 
significance  of  the  quarries  and  puebloes. 

Edward  B.  Jelks,  executive  director  ol\the 
Texas  archeological  salvage  projects, 
versity  of  Texas,  conceives  for  the  proposed 
national  monument  an  in-place  exhibit  “to'V 
portray  in  dramatic  fashion  the  aboriginal 
quarrying  methods,  stone  chipping  tech¬ 
niques,  and  trading  activities.” 

To  Floyd  V.  Studer,  an  Amarillo  man  well 
known  in  the  field  of  archeology,  preserva¬ 
tion  of  the  “source  of  the  finest  material 
available  to  prehistoric  man  in  North 
America  would  provide  the  finest  and  only 
in-place  educational  exhibit  of  its  kind  in 
the  Nation.” 

“Alibates  flint  was  to  prehistoric  man  what 
the  finest  steel  is  to  man  today,”  says  Studer, 
who  has  worked  the  quarries  and  pueblo 
ruins  since  1907. 

Fauna  and  flora  of  the  region  in  an  in- 
place  exhibit  at  the  quarry  and  pueblo  sites 
would  be  “a  wonderful  way  to  tell  young 
people  about  those  who  lived  before  them,” 
thinks  Henry  Hertner. 

Hertner,  an  Amarillo  businessman,  is  pro¬ 
moting  national  monument  status  through 
his  work  with  the  Potter  and  Texas  State 
Historical  Survey  Committees  and  the  Pan¬ 
handle  Geological  Society.  The  project  also 
is  supported  by  several  other  individuals, 
governmental  authorities,  and  organizations. 

First  substantiated  proof  that  the  quarries 
were  worked  12,000  years  ago  came  in  1925, 
when  archeologists  in  New  Mexico  uncovered 
an  Alibates  flint  point  in  the  vertebra  of  a 
now  extinct  giant  bison  killed  by  Folsom 
man. 

Seven  years  later,  archeologists  carried  use 
of  Alibates  flint  back  even  farther,  through 
discovery  of  the  Clovis  culture  in  a  cave  de¬ 
posit  in  southeastern  New  Mexico.  Clovig 
man  lived  between  12,000  and  15,000  ye^ 
ago. 

“It  would  be  a  tragedy  if  this  landmiuflc  in 
the  history  of  man  on  this  continent  smould 
not  be  preserved  for  the  study  andr enjoy¬ 
ment  of  future  generations,”  Tex;ur  Senator 
Ralph  Yarborough  said  in  introducing  his 
bill  to  preserve  the  quarries  ajr  a  national 
monument.  The  bill  is  now  in  committee. 

Yarborough’s  sentiment  w^r  expressed  long 
ago  by  a  former  Under  Sectary  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior. 

"This  spot  is  worthy  of  being  made  a  na¬ 
tional  monument,”  M.Jl,.  Wilson  wrote  after 
visiting  the  quarries  and  ruins  in  1939. 


JEWISH  WAIV’ VETERANS  SUPPORT 
COLD  WASf  GI  BILL,  BY  RESOLU¬ 
TION  OI/THEIR  NATIONAL  CON- 
VENTIC 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  Jewish  War  Veterans  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  with  a  national  mem- 
benmip  of  approximately  100,000,  held 


their  annual  national  convention  in  this 
city  on  August  4  through  11.  I  am  proud 
to  announce  that  the  Jewish  War  Vet¬ 
erans  National  Convention  adopted  a 
resolution  in  support  of  the  extension 
of  educational  benefits  to  the  veterans 
of  the  cold  war. 

This  resolution  recognizes  that  the 
failure  to  provide  educational  benefits 
to  those  men  and  women  who  entered 
service  after  January  31,  1955,  discrimi¬ 
nates  between  veterans,  with  that  dis¬ 
crimination  based  solely  on  the  date  of 
entry  into  the  Armed  Forces  and  not  be¬ 
cause  of  different  duty  requirements,  and 
that  this  failure  and  discrimination  vio¬ 
lates  the  principle  of  aiding  those  whose 
civilian  lives  have  been  interrupted  by 
service  based  on  the  compulsory  draft* 
Mr.  President,  this  resolution  is 
another  indication  of  the  widespread  and 
growing  support  which  is  rallying  behind 
the  passage  of  the  cold  war  GI  bill.  I 
urge  the  consideration  and  passage  by 
the  Senate  of  S.  5,  the  cold  war  GI  bill. 

urge  all  Americans  with  a  sense  of  jus- 
Sjpe  to  join  in  its  support. 

ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  reso¬ 
lution  adopted  by  the  Jewish  War  Vet- 
eranXpf  the  United  States  of  America  at/ 
their  annual  convention  be  printed 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  Being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  yn  the 
Record,  as  foHpws: 

Extend  Education  Benefits  Dur^g  Period 
of  Selective  Service 
Whereas  the  82d  Songress  parsed  the  Vet¬ 
erans  Readjustment  Jtssistarae  Act  of  1952, 
Public  Law  550,  which\moy§  other  benefits, 
provided  that  persons  so^Ong  in  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  Srartes  were  eligible 
for  the  educational  beau fitsytheretof ore  pro¬ 
vided  under  the  GI  bilfi  and 
Whereas  the  Pwfsident  oN  the  United 
States,  by  proclaofation  did  terminate  the 
benefits  of  the  /Aforesaid  PubliX  Law  550, 
said  termination  date  being  Januar\31,  1955, 
and  thereby  tne  educational  benefit*  to  the 
men  of  our /Armed  Forces  have  been  germi¬ 
nated;  anc 

Whereat  the  Jewish  War  Veterans  of  >toe 
United  /States  of  America  believe  that  tn 
educational  benefits  provisions  of  Publid 
Law/650  were  of  value  to  this  country;  and 
fhereas  failure  to  provide  educational 
fnefits  to  those  who  entered  service  after 
January  31,  1955  (1)  discriminates  amongst 
servicemen  based  strictly  on  the  date  of 
entry  into  service  and  not  different  duty 
requirements;  and  (2)  abandons  concept  of 
providing  an  opportunity  for  higher  educa¬ 
tion  and  for  training  which  has  been  allowed 
since  the  GI  bill  on  the  premise  of  assistance 
to  those  whose  lives  were  interrupted  by  serv¬ 
ice  based  on  draft :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  That  the  Jewish  War  Veterans  of 
the  United  States  of  America  in  68th  annual 
national  convention  assembled  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.,  August  4-11,  1963,  favors  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  educational  benefits  of  the 
Veterans  Readjustment  Assistance  Act  of 
1952,  Public  Law  550,  during  the  period  of 
time  that  selective  service  is  effective,  and 
that  the  eligibility  to  these  benefits  be  made 
retroactive  so  as  to  cover  those  members  of 
the  armed  services  whose  service  was  started 
or  terminated  subsequent  to  January  31, 
1955. 


the  Record  a  resolution  adopted  by  the 
New  York  City  Community  Mental 
Health  Board,  relating  to  the  Commu-> 
nity  Mental  Health  Act. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resoJ<5- 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in/the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Resolution  on  Community  M^ital 
Health  Act 
Unanimously  adopted  Septemj^r  24,  1963, 
by  the  New  York  City  Comnyinity  Mental 
Health  Board. 

Whereas  the  State  of  Nejf  York  was  the 
first  in  the  Nation  to  enaCt  legislation  en¬ 
abling  State  and  local  governments  to  share 
in  the  support  of  local  mental  health  fa¬ 
cilities  by  the  passage  of  the  Community 
Mental  Health  Services  Act  in  1954;  and 
Whereas  the  Stage  of  New  York  continues 
to  be  first  among  the  States  in  the  total 
and  per  capita /Expenditures  for  community 
mental  healths  and 

Whereas  tVe  city  of  New  York  by  its  own 
wililngness/xo  appropriate  funds  for  mental 
health  services  is,  .in  large  measure,  respon¬ 
sible  fojr  this  position  of  State  leadership 
in  community  mental  health;  and 

Whereas  the  President  of  the  United 
Stidlbs,  on  February  5,  1963,  sent  a  special 
Rssage  to  the  Congress  relative  to  mental 
lness  and  mental  retardation,  recommend- 
ring  Federal  support  of  construction  and  in¬ 
itial  staffing  costs  of  comprehensive  com¬ 
munity  mental  health  centers;  and 

Whereas  Federal  appropriations  for  the 
initial  staffing  costs  of  comprehensive  com¬ 
munity  mental  health  centers  are  of  equal 
importance  to  construction  grants,  if  the 
State  of  New  York  and  the  city  of  New  York 
are  to  successfully  establish  comprehensive 
community  mental  health  centers:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  New  York  City  Com¬ 
munity  Mental  Health  Board  respectfully 
petitions  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  New 
York  to  exercise  his  influence  upon  and 
give  leadership  to  the  Members  of  the  U.S. 
Congress  including  the  Senators  and  Repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  State  of  New  York  to 
support  all  provisions  now  included  in  the 
bill  known  as  S.  1576,  which  privisions  are 
importantly  related  to  construction  and 
staffing  of  comprehensive  community  mental 
health  centers,  especially  supporting  those 
provisions  making  available  Federal  funds 
for  staffing  of  such  community  mental 
health  centers  during  the  period  of  transi¬ 
tion  from  Federal  to  State  and  local  spon¬ 
sorship. 


IESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  <herks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  passeck.  the  following  bill  and  joint 
resolution,  irywhich  it  requested  the  con¬ 
currence  of  tne  Senate'. 

H  R.  8363.  An  hct  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  i€54  to  reduce  individual 
and  corporate  incom*  taxes,  to  make  certain 
structural  changes  wNffi  respect  to  the  in¬ 
come  tax,  and  for  othe*  purposes;  and 

H.J.  Res.  724.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
additional  housing  for  thX.  elderly. 


COMMUNITY  MENTAL  HEALTH 
ACT— RESOLUTION 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 


HOUSE  BILL  AND  J'QINT 
RESOLUTION  REFERI 

The  following  bill  and  joint  resolution 
were  each  read  twice  by  their  title*,  and 
referred,  as  indicated: 

H.R.  8363.  An  act  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  reduce  individua 
and  corporate  income  taxes,  to  make  certain'' 
structural  changes  with  respect  to  the  In- 


88th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

September  30, 1963 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1964;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  (l)marketing,  nutrition 
and  consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection:  Provided, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  : 
Provided  further,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  air¬ 
craft  and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for 
replacement  only :  Provided  further,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alter¬ 
ation,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 
otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building 
(except  headhouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $20,000,  except  for  (2)hvo  two  buildings  to  be  con¬ 
structed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  (3)$40,000 
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$50,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater:  Provided 
further,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facilities  at 
Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  (4)agrieul 
tural  marketing  and  distribution?  not  otherwise  provided  for? 
ineluding  refitted  cost  and  efficiency  evaluations;  home  eco¬ 
nomics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase 
at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100,  (5)$9 1 ,015,000  $91,- 
811, 700(6) 7  plus  $400,000?  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended?  for  construction?  alteration,  and  equipping  of  facili¬ 
ties-;  in  all  $91,1 15,000(7)-:  Provided,  -That,  in  addition,-  not 
more  than  $5,000,000  nuty  be  transferred  front  the  Com 
modify  Credit  Corporation  to  tbis  appropriation?  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Act  of  dune  20?  4948  -f4b  l-AS-.C.  7- 14b)  ?  for 
cost  of  production  and  other  research  designed  to  decrease  the 
present  or  future1  investment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  in  agricultural  commodities,  such  research  to  be 
conducted  through  contracts  and  grants  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  August  44?  4949?  as  amended:  Provided,  That,  in  ad- 
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dition,  not  to  exceed  $35 ,000 ,000  may  be  transferred  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  this  appropriation,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Act  of  June  29,  1948(15  U.S.C.  714b), 
for  utilization  research  and  development,  cost  of  production  re¬ 
search ,  and  other  related  research  designed,  to  reduce  surplus 
commodities  held  or  to  be  held  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  and  such  amounts  as  are  required  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  alteration,  and  equipping  of  research  facilities  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  and  development  shall  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  may  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  and  receive  funds  from  any  State,  other  political 
subdivision,  organization,  or  individual  for  the  purpose  of 
conducting  cooperative  research  projects  with  such  coopera¬ 
tors  :  Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  cany 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113  (a)  )  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized 
to  acquire  approximately  two-tenths  of  an  acre  of  land  at 
Pasadena,  California; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
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to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c,  (8)$59, 505,000  $07,071,500,  of  which  $1,500,000 
shall  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of 
insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet 
emergency  conditions :  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 
matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum(9):  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  funds  shall  he  available  for  carrying 
out  the  screwworm  eradication  program  that  does  not  require 
minimum  matching  by  State  or  local  sources  of  at  least  50 
per  centum  of  the  expenses  of  production,  irradiation,  and 
release  of  the  screwworm  flies :  Provided,  further,  That,  in 
addition,  in  emergencies  which  threaten  the  livestock 
or  poultry  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary  may 
transfer  from  other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to 
the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Department  such  sums 
as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such  emer¬ 
gencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth 
disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other 
contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European 
fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended, 
and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds  transferred  imder 
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this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged 
with  such  transferred  amounts; 

Meat  inspection:  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws 
relating  to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to 
process  or  renovated  butter,  ( 1 0)$2 7 , 6 38,000  $28,1 26,250. 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be 
employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to 
strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not 
more  than  $1,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental 
research  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 
(li)SALABIE8  AND  EXPENSES  ( SPECIAL  FOREIGN 
CURRENCY  PROGRAM ) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under 
title  1  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704),  for  market 
development  research  authorized  by  section  104(a)  and  for 
agricultural  and  forestry  research  and  other  functions  related 
thereto  authorized  by  section  104  (k)  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1704(a)  (k)),  to  remain  available  until  ex- 
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pended ,  $2,500,000 :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
he  available,  in  addition  to  other  appropriations  for  these  pur¬ 
poses,  for  the  purchase  of  the  foregoing  currencies:  Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  he  used  to 
purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  deter¬ 
mines  are  needed  and  can  he  used  most  effectively  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  shall,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  104(a), 
he  set  aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  which  accrue  under  said  title  I  are  made  available 
for  other  United  States  uses:  Provided  further,  That  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for 
purchase  of  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.G.  574),  as  amended  by  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 
Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research,  and  for  other  ex¬ 
penses,  including  (12)$3£,-113-,0Q0  $40,613,000  to  carry  into 
effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2, 
1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11,  1955 
(7  U.S.C.  361a-361i),  including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $500,000  for  pay- 
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ments  authorized  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623)  ;  $1,000,000  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  October  10,  1962  (76  Stat.  806-807)  ;  $310,000 
for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations 
under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended; 
and  $460,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative 
State  Experiment  Station  Service,  including  administration 
of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment  under  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all, 


(13 


$ 42,883,000 . 


Extension  Service 


COOPEEATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  Eor  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7 


U.S.C.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C. 


347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat.  745), 


$ 68,430,000 ;  and  payments  and  contracts 
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for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)-205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,570,000; 
in  all,  (15)1^4^90^00  $70,000,000:  Provided,  That  funds 
hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act 
of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  he  paid  to  any  State  or 
Puerto  Eico  prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non- 
Federal  sources  for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

Eetirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal 
retirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  (1 6)$7-,44-07009  $7,435,000. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953 
(7  U.S.C.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955  (7 
U.S.C.  347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Slat. 
745) ,  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to  coordinate  and 
H.E.  6754 - 2 
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provide  program  leadership  for  the  extension  work  of  the 
Department  and  the  several  States  and  insular  possessions, 
$2,500,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research 
relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer 
cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  (17)$1-,195,000 
$ 1,201,000 . 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) , 
including  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establish¬ 
ment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including 
farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classifica¬ 
tion  and  mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information; 
purchase  and  erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings; 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  (18)$9-77l  80,000 
$99,000,000 :  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the 
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cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and 
connecting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the 
exception  of  buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land 
being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed 
$2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  he  constructed 
or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building 
and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other  exist¬ 
ing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be 
made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 
per  building:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such 
building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  expended 
for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in  demonstration 
projects:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 

U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  qualified  local  engi¬ 
neers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 
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WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods 
of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use 
of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.O.  1001-1008) ,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-f) ,  to  remain 
available  imtil  expended,  (19)$6-3T22^7000  $63,992,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department 
for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further, 
That  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000,  together  with  the  unobli¬ 
gated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated  for  loans 
and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
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accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O. 
55a) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $25,465,000,  with 
which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  here¬ 
tofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  flood 
prevention  purposes:  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  such  funds 
shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the  Yazoo  and 
Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
the  coimty  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  such 
lands  are  situated:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$1,000,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds 
previous^  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall 
be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program 
of  conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p) ,  (2 0)$  1 2,99 4 4)00  -$14,640,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 
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RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011 ;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a, -f) ,  (21)$V 
200,000  $2,200,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended: 
Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall 
be  available  for  loans  and  related  expenses  under  subtitle  A 
of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

Economic  Research  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  tbe  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627) ,  and  other  laws,  including  economics  of 
marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
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population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on 
prospects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic 
development  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products, 
assembly  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and 
analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  programs 
and  policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United 
States  farm  products;  (2 2)$9 ,8-3-2-, 000  $ 9,965,700 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather 
statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  com¬ 
modities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 
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Statistical  Reporting  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting 
Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work, 
including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordina¬ 
tion  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  (23)^41,079,066  $11,486,- 
000 :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated 
shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  esti¬ 
mates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial 
crop. 


Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
(24)maeketing  ser-tV-ices 

For  expenses  necessary  tn  carry  en  sendees  related  to 
marketing  and  distribution  as  authorized  by  the 


Agricultural 


Act  of  4946  -{4  U.S.C.  4624- 


462-7 )  and  other  laws,  ineluding  the  administration  of  mar¬ 
keting  regulatory  aets  connected  therewith  and  for  adminis  ■ 
tration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States^  and  this  appro- 

.  4 rv  qoa- 
1  IU  bc'u 


tion  706- (a)-  of  the  Organie  Aet  of  4944  -f0  44.S-C.  07-4) ,  and 
not  to  exceed  $25? 000  shah  be  available  for  employment  at 


rates  not  to  exceed  $79  per  diem  under  seetion  40  of  the  Aet 
of  August  2  4946  -(0  TT.S.44.  00a)^  in  carrying  out  sec¬ 
tion  204-fa)-  to  201-fd) ,  inclasivey  of  title  44  of  the  Ag- 
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rieultural  Adjustment  Aet  ef  1938  -fT-  44S.C.  4-294)  and 
section  -263-(j)  el  Ike  Agricultural  Marketing  Aet  el  1946-; 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 
For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.8.C.  1621-1627 )  and  other  laws,  includ¬ 
ing  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith;  research  and  development,  including  related  cost 
and  efficiency  evaluations,  and  services  relating  to  agricul¬ 
tural  marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory 
acts  connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coor¬ 
dination  of  payments  to  States;  and  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  TJ.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  at  rates  not 
to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  in  carrying  out  section  201(a)  to 
201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  (7  TJ.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203 (j)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  $44,51 4,1 00 ,  of  which 
$1,600,000  is  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  peanut  quality  research  facility  and  the 
H.R.  6754 - 3 
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acquisition  of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by  donation:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  research  investigations  undertaken  at  the  national 
yea, nut  quality  evaluation  laboratory  must  be  truly  national 
in  scope  and  must  give  equivalent  treatment  to  the  different 
types  of  peanuts  produced  and  marketed  in  the  major  peanut 
producing  areas:  Provided  fiirther,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  im¬ 
provements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting 
any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
$ 20,000 ,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $ 50,000 ,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  build¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5 
per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus 
and  departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  market¬ 
ing  activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)  ),  (25)$4r425t000 
$ 1,500,000 . 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1446,  note),  $100,000,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


19 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760), 
$137,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5 
of  said  Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be 
transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935  (7U.  S.  C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose 
other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for  ( 1 ) 
transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  (3)  not  more  than 
$4,754,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961 ,  and  (4 )  not  more  than  (26)$40.000T000 
$ 51,500,000  for  expenses  for  the  Pilot  Food  Stamp  Pro- 
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gram(2  f )  $-and  -{&)-  not  wwe  than  $25,000,000  for  t-rt 
to  tfee  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  do  used  to 
domestic  consumption  of  any  form  commodity  or  form  com¬ 
modities  determined  by  tfee  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  fee  m 
surplus  supply  and  hereafter  snefe  sums  as  may  fee  approved 
fey  tfee  Congress  shall  fee  available  for  such  purpose. 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate 
and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection  with 
foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,000 
for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766),  (28)$187-50fo000  $19, 039 M0:  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  for¬ 
eign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  fey  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in 
addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation 
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and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agri¬ 
cultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  l-17a) ,  (29)$-l, 093,000  $1,005,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16(d) ,  16(e) ,  16(f) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590  (o) ,  590p  (a) ,  and  590q  ;  76  Stat.  606-607)  as  added  by 
section  132  of  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961 ;  subtitles  B  and 
C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814, 
and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  (30)$ 105, -7-3 7;  000  $ 107,001,400 :  Provided , 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $94,885,000  may  be  trails- 
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fered  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  exceed 
$40,051,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further.  That 
other  funds  made  available  to  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activities  may  be  ad¬ 
vanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation^  1):  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used,  (1 )  to  influence  the  vote 
in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation 
except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or 
other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community  commit¬ 
tees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act ,  as  amended ,  for  engaging  in 
any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  supervisory  duties  and 
delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in  administrative 
regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 
$78,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
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Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Feb¬ 
ruary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for 
the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  dis¬ 
plays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $215,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  De¬ 
cember  31  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance 
with  the  programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appro¬ 
priation  Acts,  1962  and  1963,  carried  out  during  the  period 
July  1,  1961,  to  December  31,  1963,  inclusive:  Provided , 
That  none  of  the  fimds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of  any  regional  information 
employees  or  any  State  information  employees,  but  this 
shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of 
information  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers(32)-r 
Provided  further,  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  1-964 
program  may  he  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assist- 
anee  for  drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland 
Types  9  (III-)-  4-(4W)-~  and  5-fCf 'm  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  69^ 
Wetlands  of  the  United  States  1956:  Provided  further,  That 


no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  1964  program  may  he  utilized  to 
provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  in  any  State  of  the 
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Union  for  drainage  of  wetlands,  except  as  subject  to  the  same 
conditions  as  are  provided  by  Public  Law  87-732,  approved 
October  2,  1962 :  Provided  further,  That  necessary  amounts 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1964  program 
of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  in¬ 
cluding  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of 
February  29, 1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to  $250,000,000, 
including  administration,  except  that  no  participant  shall  re¬ 
ceive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  prac¬ 
tices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources 
of  the  community)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural 
conservation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  reconn 
mendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 
State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in 
the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  tech¬ 
nical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition, 
on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum 
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may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  con¬ 
ditions:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  pro¬ 
gram  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance 
in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices:  Provided  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or 
any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services, 
and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid 
them  in  carrying  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  under  programs  provided  for  herein :  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or 
any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting 
a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal 
year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any 
person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved 
August  2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States 
Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate 
such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses 
designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress 
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to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Con¬ 
gress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the 
proper  official  channels. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$294,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank 
programs:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be 
paid  on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to 
the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on 
annual  payments  to  participants. 

LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16  (e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p) ,  as  amended  b}^  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  27,  1962  (76  Stat.  606),  (33)fKb000,000  $12,150,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development  in  providing  leader¬ 
ship,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the  rural 
areas  development  activities  of  the  Department,  $120,000: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not 
to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  (3 4)$3 , 9 5£, 000  $3,987 ,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,684,000,  of  which  total 
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appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
fanners’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an 
equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to 
or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the 
Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as 
they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  two 
hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as 
the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73 
of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided, 
That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the 
Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

National  Agricultural  Library 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  (35)$ 1,4-20, 000  $. 1,426,140 . 
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LIBRARY  FACILITIES 

For  the  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  draw¬ 
ings  for  the  National  Agricultural  Library,  $450,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

General  Administration 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  including  expenses  of  the  National  Agri¬ 
cultural  Advisory  Commission;  repairs  and  alterations;  and 
other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  (36)$3,7-36,000 
$ 3,760,550 :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
reimbursed  from  applicable  appropriations  for  travel 
expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  recpiired  by 
the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  (5  TJ.S.C.  1001)  : 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount 
shall  be  available  for  official  reception  and  representation 
expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretarv. 
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TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  program,  $425,000,000,  of  which  $150,000,000  shall 
be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the 
rural  electrification  program;  and  rural  telephone  program, 
$70,000,000. 

salaries  and  expenses 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  (37)$1 1,-162,066 

$ 11,287,000 . 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not 
otherwise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 
may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Fanners  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate 
loans,  $60,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $300,000,000,  of 
which  $50,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used 
only  to  the  extent  required  during  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  program. 

(38 ^RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

For  rural  housing  loans,  $ 25,000,000 ,  to  he  made  avail¬ 
able  in  addition  to  and  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the 
terms  and  conditions  applicable  to  funds  provided  under  sec¬ 
tion  511  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  (39)$ 1,000, -000  $1,350,000. 
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1  RURAL  HOUSING  FOE  THE  ELDERLY  REVOLVING  FUND 

2  For  loans  pursuant  to  section  515  (a)  of  the  Housing 

3  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.O.  1484;  76  Sta.t.  671) , 

4  including  advances  pursuant  to  section  335  (a)  of  the  Con- 

5  solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7 

6  U.S.C.  1985)  in  connection  with  security  for  such  loans, 

7  (40)^0^990  $ 3,500,000 . 

8  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

9  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Admin- 

10  istration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the 

11  programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 

12  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended, 

13  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 

14  1471-1484) ,  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corporation  Trust 

15  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440- 

16  444 )  ;  (41)$38,967,000  $ 39,367,000 ,  together  with  not  more 

17  than  $1,050,000  of  the  charges  collected  in  connection  with 

18  the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the 

19  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 

20  amended,  and  section  514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 

21  1949,  as  amended:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 

22  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs 

23  administered  by  this  Agency  may  be  transferred  to  this 

24  appropriation  for  temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
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second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U. S.  0.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases. 
TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expense,  (42)$6y- 
950,000  $ 7,210,000 . 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  (43)13,5-30,000  $ 3,480,000  of  administra¬ 
tive  and  operating  expense  may  be  paid  from  premium 
income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
net  realized  losses  sustained  during  the  fiscal  year  ending 
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June  30,  1962,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961 
(15  U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-12),  (44)$23500, -000^60 
$2,699,400,000. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $41,650,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the 
Corporation  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  charter:  Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per 
centum  of  this  authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
apportioned  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such 
times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program  opera¬ 
tions:  Provided  further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (includ¬ 
ing  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 
basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improve¬ 
ment,  or  disposition  of  any  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest, 
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including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall 
be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
hereof. 

TITLE  IV— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Public  Law  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said 
Act,  (45)$  1 ,452, 000^000  $1,252,000,000 ;  (2)  commodi¬ 
ties  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly 
peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $215,451,000;  and 
(3)  long-term  supply  contracts  pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said 
Act,  (46)$5£, 515^000  $79,000,000. 

International  Wheat  Agreement 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1641-1642),  (47)$86,218,000  $92,356,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 
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Bartered  Materials  for  Supplemental  Stockpile 
For  expenses  timing  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs  related  to  strategic  and  other  materials 
acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural 
commodities  or  products  and  transferred  to  the  supplemental 
stockpile  pursuant  to  Public  Law  540,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress  (7  U.S.C.  1356) ,  $82,860,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

TITLE  V— BELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Not  to  exceed  $2,785,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

TITLE  VI— GENEBAL  PBOVISIONS 
Sec.  601.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  five 
hundred  and  fifteen  passenger  motor  vehicles,  of  which  four 
hundred  and  ninety-eight  shall  be  for  replacement  only,  and 
for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  602.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
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Sec.  603.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  604.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  605.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced 
outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  606.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  607.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
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1  shall  be  used  to  conduct  or  assist  in  conducting  any  program 

2  (including  but  not  limited  to  the  payment  of  salaries,  admin- 

3  istrative  expenses,  and  the  conduct  of  research  activities) 

4  related  directly  or  indirectly  to  the  establishment  of  a  national 

5  service  corps  or  similar  domestic  peace  corps  type  of  program. 

6  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

7  ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1964”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  6,  1963. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  September  30, 
1963. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  Sen.  Neuberger  urged 

enactment  of  legislation  for  st/icter  pesticide  ladling.  Sen.  Dominick  proposed 
prevision  of  wheat  grading  standards  Sen.  Symington ''expressed  concern  over  economic 
^effects  of  increased  beef  inverts.  House  appointed  conferees  on  agricultural 
appropriation  bill.  House /passed  bill  to  implement  International  Coffee  Agreement. 
Rep.  Rosenthal  urged  Federal  subsidies  to  livestock  industry.  Hrrnse  committee  re¬ 
ported  bill  for  land  andr  water  conservation  fund  for  outdoor  recreation.  House  sub¬ 
committee  voted  to  ren/rt  bill  to  prohibit  registration  of  pesticides  under  protest. 
Sen.  Muskie  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  provide  loans  t^certain  farmers  due  to 
serious  economic  co/tditions. 

SENATE 

FOREIGN  AHf.  Continued  debate  on  H.R.  7885,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill 
(pp.  20i57-63,  20769-818).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Miller  to  place  a 
limitation  of  $5  million  on  U.  S.  contributions  to  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Organization  (p.  20801).  By  a  vote  of  79  to  1,  agreed  to  an  amen<Wnt  by  Sen. 
Cooler  to  provide  for  the  appointment  of  committees  by  the  Presiden^to  evalu¬ 
ate  the  economic  development  program  in  each  country  receiving  aid  (pj^.  20802- 
By  a  vote  of  29  to  56,  rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Morse  to  limit  to  50 
the  number  of  countries  that  could  receive  aid  after  June  30,  1965,  and  iyo 
establish  standards  that  recipients  of  future  aid  must  meet  (pp.  20789-97^  By 
a  vote  of  15  to  68,  rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Morse  to  substitute  the 
language  of  the  House-passed  bill  for  the  pending  measure  (pp.  20797-801). 
Tabled  a  motion  by  Sen.  Douglas  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  an  amendment 
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by  Sen.  Carlson  was  agreed  to  Nov.  13  providing  that  fishery  products  include 
in  the  food-for-peace  program  shall  not  include  fish  flour  until  this  product 
las  been  approved  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (pp.  20769-76).  Pend¬ 
ing  at  recess  was  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Mundt  to  provide  that  neither  th^/fex- 
port -Import  Bank  nor  any  other  agency  shall  guarantee  the  payment  of  m 
obligations  incurred  by  any  Communist  country  in  connection  with  the ^purchase 
of  grdin  or  any  other  product.  By  a  vote  of  40  to  46,  rejected  a  motion  by 
Sen.  Mansfield  to  table  the  Mundt  amendment.  (pp.  20805-18).  Seal  Lausche 
submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  this  bill  (p.  £0818) , 
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PESTICIDES.  'Ben.  Neuberger  commended  Senate  passage  of  the  bLft  to  prohibit  the 
labeling  of  pesticides  under  protest,  urged  the  passage  of  additional  legis¬ 
lation  to  require  that  pesticide  labels  inform  the  user  of/the  product's  po¬ 
tential  hazard  to  fish  and  wildlife,  and  inserted  an  art^le  on  the  matter, 
p*  20748 


3.  WHEAT  GRADING.  Sen.  Dhminick  criticized  the  presentywheat  grading  standards 

as  having  too  broad  a  gradation  between  various  standards  of  wheat  and  urged  l 
this  Department  "to  impobe  standards  which  would/give  us  a  competitive 
situation  with  other  countries. "•  p.  20751 


4.  BEEF  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Symington \xpressed  concern  over  the  effects  of  beef  im¬ 
ports,  stated  that  a  dressed  beef  company  jLxi  Kansas  City  was  closing  down  be¬ 
cause  it  "is  unable  to  compete  with  the  greatly  increased  importation  of  meat 
and  meat  animals,"  and  inserted  his  latter  to  Secretary  Freeman  urging  that 
action  be  taken  to  meet  this  situacioj^.  pp.  20836-7 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Javits  inserted  statement  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Buffalo  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce yravo ring  repeal  of  the  Buy  American  Act  and 
supporting  enactment  of  legislql^lon  for  stricter  controls  under  the  Anti¬ 
dumping  Act.  pp.  20831-2 


6.  EDUCATION.  Sens.  Pearson  ajtfcl  Carlson  spoke  in\support  of  legislation  to  extend 
the  program  of  Federal  assistance  to  schools  in\federally  impacted  areas.  A 
p.  20752  /  \ 


7.  BALANCE  OF  PAYMENTS.  /Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  three  phners  submitted  to  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee  analyzing  the  balance  of  payments  situation  and 
recommending  soli^cions  to  the  problem,  pp.  20763-6 


8.  FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Miller  was  designated  to  be  an  ob¬ 
server  at  thflr  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization  conference  \o  be  held  in 
Rome  on  Notj*  16  to  Dec.  3.  p.  20818 


9.  TAXATION y  Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Roger  A.  Fireman  before 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  discussing  the  proposed  tax  reduction  bill  and 
economic  conditions  in  general,  pp.  20818-29 


HOUSE 


10.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  this  bill, 
H.  R.  6754,  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  20707 


rll.  COFFEE.  By  a  vote  of  182  to  144,  passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  8864,  to  carry  ' 
out  U.  S.  obligations  under  the  International  Coffee  Agreement  of  1962 
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ouse  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  no? 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Bra^amp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Ephesians  4:  1:  7  beseech  you  to 
worthy  of  the  vocation  wherewith  y 
called. 

Almighty  God,  grant  that  in  these 
days  of  turmoil  and  confusion,  we  may 
be  inspired  with  a  greater  faith  in  the 
power  of  righteousness  and  above  all  with 
a  greater  faith  in  Thy  divine  providence. 

We  are  confident  that  our  beloved 
country  will  never  go  down  in  defeat  or 
lose  its  national  identity  if,  as  citizens 
of  this  great  Republic  and  as  leaders  in 
the  affairs  of  church  and  state,  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  put  our  trust  in  Thee. 

Show  us  how  this  dear  land  of  ours 
may  be  delivered  from  those  immoralities 
and  those  evils  of  crime  and  graft  and 
corruption  which  are  a  blight  upon  our 
national  character  and  a  disgrace  to  our 
body  politic. 

Wilt  Thou  bless  our  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  policies  and  may  the  spirit  of  unity 
prevail  as  we  accept  the  challenge  to 
build  a  world  community  ruled  by  the 
Prince  of  Peace. 

In  His  name  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


pes- 
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APPROPRIATIONS,  DEPARTMENT  OP 
AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES,  1964 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  H.R.  6754,  mak- 


ing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Whitten,  Natcher,  Cannon,  Horan,  and 
Michel. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  tJte  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  Wave  until  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow  night  t 6  file  a  report  on 
the  public  works  appropriation  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Jfs  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the/gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  was  no/objection. 

Mr.  JENSE^C  reserved  all  points  of  or¬ 
der  on  the  bii 


e  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
Le  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPROPRIATIONS /FOR  MILITARY 
CONSTRU(\lO£C  FISCAL  YEAR 
1964 

Mr.  SIKES.  AfiVSpeaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  tha\the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  have\ntil  midnight  to¬ 
night  to  file  a  report  oK  the  bill  making 
appropriations  for  militalw  construction 
for  th/year  ending  June\J0,  1964,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

le  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
tl/  request  of  the  gentlemvi  from 
lorida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JONAS  reserved  all  points  of  o\ler 
on  the  bill. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  re¬ 
marks  on  November  13,  appearing  at 
page  20547  of  the  Congressional  Record, 
the  words  “of  adding  prayer  books” 
should  be  deleted  and  the  words  “adding 
nine  Holy  Bibles”  substituted  therefor. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ELECTIONS, 
COMMITTEE  ON  HOUSE  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Elections  of  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  may  sit  while  the 
House  is  in  session  this  afternoon  dur¬ 
ing  general  debate. 


CBS  FEATURE  BROADCAST 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute,  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  to  express  commendation 
of  the  Columbia  Broadcasting  Co.  for 
their  great  service  to  our  Nation  and  to 
the  cause  of  commonsense  and  common 
decency  which  they  rendered  last  night 
in  presenting  a  feature  broadcast  en¬ 
titled  “The  Case  History  of  a  Rumor.” 

It  had  to  do  with  creating  fear  and 
frustration  due  to  a  fantastic  rumor  that 
grew  out  of  plans  by  the  United  States 
for  a  military  maneuver  in  Georgia. 
Many  were  led  to  fear  an  invasion  by 
barefoot  African  and  foreign  troops. 

The  broadcast  portrayed  one  of  the 
great  dangers  which  confronts  the  United 
States  today  and  the  growing  threat  to 
representative  government.  It  exposed 
the  fanatical  hate  groups  which  spread 
these  rumors  and  believe  our  Govern¬ 
ment  is  the  enemy  of  the  people  and  that 
any  legislation  to  improve  the  lot  of  the 
verage  citizen  is  communistic  and  will 
le^l  the  Nation  to  bankruptcy  and  dis- 
ast? 

I  ^.nt  to  include  the  senior  Senator 
from  oalifomia  in  expressing  my  com¬ 
mendation.  He  is  not  of  my  party  but 
his  servic\to  our  country  has  been  tre¬ 
mendous. 

I  wish,  however,  that  the  program 
would  have  included  the  major  sources 
of  funds  that  n^ed  these  hate  groups. 
The  American  pebnle  should  know  that 
they  are  really  pawing  for  this  cam¬ 
paign  that  creates  confusion,  hate,  dis¬ 
trust,  and  disunity,  anchor  the  organized 
efforts  of  these  groups  against  programs 
that  the  people  and  the  Itfation  need. 

The  American  people  ai\  paying  for 
the  tax  privileges  which  benefit  big  oil 
monopolies  and  those  individuals  who 
finance,  not  only  these  hate  groups  but 
other  efforts  to  destroy  the  socia\gains 
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our  people  have  won  in  the  past  genera¬ 


tion^ 


NEED  FOR  INTERNATIONAL 
■  INSTITUTIONS 

(Mr.  EDWARDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute. ) 

Mr.  EDWARDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  now 
that  the  limited 'stest  ban  treaty  is  a 
reality,  representing  a  tiny  but  en¬ 
couraging  step  toward  a  warless  world, 
it  is  our  duty  to  make^preparations  for 
the  next  step.  To  do\less,  or  to  do 
nothing,  is  to  ignore  the  liqost  important 
matter  on  our  agenda.  All  Of  our  citizens 
are  united  in  their  abiding '^ope  for  a 
world  free  from  the  scourge  oS^war  and 
the  burdens  of  armaments. 

I  am  aware  that  there  are  seridus  dis¬ 
agreements  on  how  to  proceed,  onWhat 
can  be  done  now,  that  will  not  jeopardize 
our  security.  The  present  peacekeeper 
machinery  of  the  United  Nations  is  in5 
adequate,  and  in  the  face  of  that  inade¬ 
quacy.  no  nation  will  feel  secure  without 
its  own  arms.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
I  strongly  support  the  resolution  spon¬ 
sored  in  the  Senate  by  Senator  Clark 
and  17  other  Senators,  and  already  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  by  my  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  California,  Con¬ 
gressman  George  Brown,  and  other 
Members  of  this  body.  This  resolution 
recognizes  the  need  for  international  in¬ 
stitutions  capable  of  keeping  the  peace. 
It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  nothing  to 
lose  and  much  to  be  gained,  to  begin  now 
to  develop,  through  the  United  Nations, 
some  first  blueprints  of  a  responsible  and 
powerful  peacekeeping  machine.  It  will 
be  a  long  and  arduous  task,  but  begin  we 
must.  As  the  President  has  so  appro¬ 
priately  put  it,  in  referring  to  the  tree 
that  took  75  years  to  mature,  “Then  we 
better  plant  it  this  afternoon.” 


DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 
INTERVENTION 

(Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  always  thought  that 
good  jury  was  one  of  the  most  essei 
tial  and  useful  organizations  that  func¬ 
tioned  under  our  system  of  government. 
Several  days  ago  the  grand  jury  bar  Sel¬ 
ma,  Ala.,  started  an  investigation  and 
issued  subpenas  for  certain  jvitnesses 
some  of  whom  were  employees  of 
the  Justice  Department.  Tffiie  Justice 
Department  went  into  tlwFederal  dis¬ 
trict  court  in  Mobile,  Alajf  and  asked  for 
an  injunction  to  enjoigfthe  grand  jury 
from  making  an  investigation.  The 
district  Federal  court  in  Mobile,  in  my 
opinion,  correctly  .refused  such  an  in¬ 
junction.  The  Justice  Department  went 
from  there  to  tine  circuit  court  of  ap¬ 
peals  in  New  ^Orleans  and  obtained  a 
writ  directing  the  Federal  district  judge 
in  Mobile  t^'  stop  the  grand  jury  in  Sel¬ 
ma,  Ala.,  .from  making  an  investigation. 

So  frn^as  I  know,  that  is  the  first  time 
in  thqfhistory  of  this  country  that  a 
graiujr  jury  has  been  enjoined  from  in¬ 
vestigating  crime.  Somebody  has  some¬ 


thing  to  hide.  I  do  not  know  why  the 
Justice  Department  is  opposed  to  a 
grand  jury  in  Alabama  investigating  any¬ 
thing. 

This  is  a  most  dangerous  precedent, 
and  could  lead  to  the  destruction  of  our 
system  of  law  enforcement. 

A  man  cannot  be  prosecuted  for  a  fel¬ 
ony  unless  indicted  by  a  grand  jury.  A 
grand  jury  cannot  indict  without  an  in¬ 
vestigation,  and  if  the  Justice  Depart¬ 
ment  stops  investigations  by  grand 
juries,  the  criminals  of  this  country  will 
have  a  field  day. 

I  have  just  discussed  this  very  serious 
matter  with  my  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  and  he 
concurs  in  my  statement. 


USE  OF  THE  NAVY  YACHT 
“SEQUOIA” 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  letter 
Defense  Secretary  McNamara,  dated 
iffober  24,  I  asked  to  be  provided  with 
records  showing  the  number  of  time§ 
former  Navy  Secretary  Fred  Korth  use 
the  Na\y  yacht,  the  Sequoia,  to  entertain 
his  associates  from  Continental  National 
Bank  in  Port  Worth  and  extra  goon  cus¬ 
tomers  of\he  bank.  I  also  asjfed  for 
the  names  orell  Continental  officials  and 
customers  so  entertained. 

It  took  3  weekk  to  receive  t^e  following 
one-paragraph  reply,  han^t  delivered  to 
my  office,  signed  bKparifd  E.  McGiffert, 
assistant  to  the  Sec^etifi-y: 

This  is  in  reply  to  youlLletter  to  Secretary 
McNamara  of  OctobeEr2^.1963,  concerning 
the  Sequoia.  It  is  any  understanding  that 
the  Sequoia  does  jrc it  have  \  log  or  other 
official  records  whjch  indicate  aVJ  the  persons 
aboard  on  any  gtven  occasion. 

What  kindf  of  shoddy  business  is  this 
where  no  records  are  maintainecKin  the 
operation?  of  a  naval  vessel? 

By  wMit  authority  are  the  Navy  Stec- 
retary/other  high-ranking  Government 
officios,  and  their  special  friends  entitle? 
to  Jne  taxpaid  luxury  of  a  floating  bar' 
Kl  restaurant,  with  no  accounting  to 
lose  who  pay  the  bills — the  American 
rpeople? 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  time  is  long  overdue 
for  the  Sequoia  to  be  scrapped.  It  is  safe 
to  say  that  no  one  but  a  chosen  few  in 
Washington’s  ruling  dynasty  would 
mourn  her  passing. 


wants  to.  Furthermore,  I  would  like  to 
submit  to  them  that  we  have  had  ove 
there — our  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partments  of  State,  Justice,  Judiciary 
and  Commerce — for  6  months,  and  there 
has  not  been  any  action  on  it  as  .yet. 

I  understand  from  the  news'  stories 
that  I  read  that  regardless  of  What  hap¬ 
pens  with  the  tax  bill  or  the/Civil  rights 
bill  the  other  body  does  not  intend  to 
take  them  up  this  year  anyway.  So  I 
submit  that  what  we  ought  to  do  is  to 
take  care  of  the  necessary  authoriza¬ 
tions  and  the  appropriations  now.  We 
have  done  a  pretty/good  job  in  getting 
legislation  over  tcy  the  other  body.  If 
they  would  do  aWgood  a  job  as  we  have 
done,  we  could/get  out  of  here,  not  for 
Christmas,  but  for  Thanksgiving. 


LEGISLATIVE  DELAYS 

(Mr.  CEDERBERG  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
read  with  interest  yesterday  that  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  Member  of  the  other  body  in¬ 
ferred  that  the  reason  for  their  inactiv¬ 
ity  was  somehow  the  fault  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Also  that  he  talked 
to  a  Member  over  here  regarding  the 
civil  rights  bill  and  stated  that  it  would 
not  be  out  for  2  weeks  and  they  would 
not  be  able  to  act  on  it  because  of  that. 
I  know  of  no  reason  why  the  other  body 
cannot  act  on  civil  rights  any  time  it 


LEGISLATIVE  SITUATION 

(Mr.JBECKER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
maps.  ) 

Ir.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
igain  exercising  my  prerogative  as  a 
'  member  of  the  minority,  and  as  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  on  the  floor,  I  would  like 
to  ask  him  what  we  are  going  to  do  in  the 
next  couple  of  weeks.  Are  we  just  going 
to  be  asked  to  go  back  and  forth  and  sit 
1  or  2  days  a  week  and  then  push  legis¬ 
lation  off  to  the  following  week?  I  would 
like  to  know  now.  I  would  like  to  spend 
Thanksgiving  with  my  family,  and  spend 
some  time  in  my  district,  talking  to  my 
constituents. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BECKER.  Of  course,  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
gentleman  is  going  to  do.  I  think  I  am 
going  to  work. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Fine,  then  let  us  have 
something  to  work  on.  The  gentleman 
cannot  tell  me  that  what  we  have  been 
doing  here  these  past  weeks  is  work. 
We  have  had  legislation  only  1  or  2  days 
a  week.  What  about  Thanksgiving 
week?  I  understand  the  House  will 
probably  be  off  that  week.  Is  this  true? 
would  like  to  know  now  so  that  I  can 
ike  arrangements.  Why  do  we  have 
toVct  as  puppets  at  the  end  of  strings 
operated  by  the  puppeteers — the  Demo- 
craticSJeaders — and  come  here  for  1  day 
or  2  days  a  week?  Why  not  have  all  this 
legislation  in  1  week  and  let  us  get  it 
done  with**  Why  can  we  not  know  to¬ 
day  what  w\_are  going  to  do  a  week  from 
now? 

I  think  the  ^Majority  leader  ought  to 
answer  those  questions  now.  This  is  no 
way  to  conduct  thWHouse,  after  being  in 
session  for  almost*.  11  months.  The 
Democratic  majority  has  not  even 
brought  up  all  appropriation  bills  that 
should  have  been  passed  before  last 
June  30. 


LEGISLATIVE  BUSINESS 

(Mr.  BOGGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  Houses. for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend,  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  listerih 
to  the  rerparks  made  by  the  gentlema 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Becker].  I  know' 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  Vejiort  on  public  works  appropriation  bill 
House  subcommittee  voted  to  report  Natifoqal  Service  Corps  bill.  Rep.  Hoeven  stated 
Johnson  administration  wants  new  wheat  legislation.  Rep.  Cramer  criticized  public 
works  acceleration  program.  Rep.  Alger  criticized  Cooley  cotton  bill. 
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HOUSE 


1.  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  Received  the  coherence  report  on  this 

bill,  H.  R.  9140 y\H.  Rept.  1027) (pp.  23034-44).  As  reported  from  conference, 
the  bill  includes  $30,000,000  (instead  of  $45,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate) 
for  the  public/ works  acceleration  program,  of  which  $2,000,000  is  for  the 
administration  of  the  going  program.  The  report  states  that  the  conferees 
agreed  that/ the  use  of  funds  appropriated  for  this  program,  except  for  the 
$2,000,000  for  administration,  shall  be  limited  to  community  facilities  type 
projects/  This  bill  also  includes  general  provisions  applicable  the 
Government  generally  (see  Digest  202  for  a  summary  of  these  provisions). 

2.  NATIONAL  SERVICE  CORPS.  The  Special  Subcommittee  on  Labor  of  the  Educabi°n  anc* 
Lanor  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  5625,  to  provide  for 

:he  establishment  of  a  National  Service  Corps  to  strengthen  community  service 
programs  in  the  U.S.  p.  D982 


3.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees 
met  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  6754,  but  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  recessed 
subject  to  call.  p.  D983 


4.  WHEAT.  Rep.  Hoeven  stated  that  the  Johnson  administration  ’’wants  new  wheat 
legislation  enacted  into  law  before  the  1954  election,"  and  inserted  a  WaL] 
Street  Journal  article  stating  that  the  administration  "plans  to  submit  a'wheat 
ontrol  bill  to  Congress  early  next  week  based  cn  voluntary,  instead  oy  forced, 
participation  by  farmers."  p.  23051 


5.  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1964.  Rep.  Conte  objected  to  a  req> 
Passman  that  the  Appropriations  Committee  have  until  midnight  Sat 
to  file  \a  report  on  this  bill.  pp.  23033-4 


9. 


sst  by  Rep, 
Dec.  14, 


6. 


FUBLIC  WORKS*.  Rep.  Cramer  criticized  the  public  works  acceleration  program, 
stated  that\continuation  of  this  program  is  not  in  the  best  public  interest," 
and  inserted  ^listing  of  accelerated  public  works  project's,  pp.  23051-5 


7.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  of  the  Agriculture 

Committee  approve<Kthe  following  watershed  projects: >Little  Shenango  River,  Pa, 
(amended);  Karsh  Crenk,  Pa.  (amended);  Briar  Creekyra.  (amended);  Broad  Brook, 
Mass.;  Bradley  BroolcyMass, ;  and  Clam  River,  Massy7  p,  D982  1 


8.  WILDLIFE.  The  Interior  a^kd  Insular  Affairs  Corapftttee  voted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  with \mendment  S.  793,  t6  promote  the  conservation  of  the 
Nation's  wildlife  resources^on  the  Pacific  flyway  in  Ore.  and  Calif,  and  to 
aid  in  the.  administration  of\he  Klamath  reclamation  project,  p.  D982 


THE  WAYS  AND  MEANS  COMMITTEE  vote>i  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  with 
amendment  H.  R.  8975,  to  provide  for  fne  tariff  classification  of  certain 
particleboard;  without  amendment  H.VR.  8461,  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930 
to  permit  the  manufacture  in  bondy!  manufacturing  warehouses  of  cigars  made 
of  tobacco  imported  from  more  than  one\foreign  country;  with  amendment  H.  R. 


7267,  to  authorize  partial  refunds  of  gasoline  taxes  directly  to  aerial  appli* 
cators  with  respect  to  gasoline  used  by  thfm  in  providing  services  to  farmers 
in  farming  operations,  p.  1)983 


10.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  "Dail^Digest"  states  that  \he  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  ^ 
report  on  H.  R.  2513,  to  amend  provisions  of  thevTariff  Act  of  1930  which 
requires  containers  of  imported  articles  to  be  ma)dced  to  indicate  country  of 
origin  so  as  to  provide  that  when  articles  are  repackaged  in  the  U.S.  and 
offered  for  sale  tbe  new  packages  must  be  marked  to  show  the  country  of  origin 
of  the  contents.  /As  agreed  to  by  the  conferees,  "theltouse  would  accept  the 
Senate  amendment  thereto,  having  an  effective  date  of  Ma^.  31,  1964,  instead  of 
June  1963."  D983 


SENATE 


/ 


11.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  7063,  the  State- Justice-Commerce* 
Judiciary  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill,  1964.  p.  230. 


12.  FOREIGN  AID  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Mansfield,  rescinded  a  unanimous 
agreement  providing  for  a  vote  Thurs.  on  the  conference  report  on  H. 


^consent 
7885, 


/ 


the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  pp.  23031-3 


/ 


/ 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


/l 3.  AIR  POLLUTION.  A  speech  by  Rep.  Burkhalter  complimenting  Los  Angeles  on  theii 
efforts  to  solve  the  smog  problem  and  mentioning  the  crop  damage  caused  by 
air  pollution  in  that  county,  pp.  A7549-50 
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OBNOXIOUS  MAIL 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service :  Subcom- 
nttee  met  in  executive  session  and  ordered  reported 
favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.R.  319  (amended), 
to  prfcrtect  postal  patrons  from  obscene  mail  matter  and 
Communist  propaganda  by  permitting  the  addressee  to 
return  sui&h  mail  to  the  Post  Office  Department  to  notify 
the  sender  ip  remove  his  name  from  the  mailing  list. 

WATER  POLLUTION— ABANDONED  MINES 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s:  Continued  hearings  on 
H.R.  3166,  and  related  measures,  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Conapl  Act;  and  H.R.  6844,  and  related 
bills,  to  provide  for  th\sealing  off  of  abandoned  coal 
mines.  Heard  testimony  From  Representative  Edwards ; 
and  public  witnesses.  Adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the 
Chair. 

TARIFFS— TAXES 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means:  met  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion  and  ordered  reported  favorably \p  the  House  the 
following  bills  : 

H.R.  2330  (amended),  to  amend  the^ariff  Act  of 
1930,  regarding  importation  of  antiques; 

H.R.  98,  to  amend  Internal  Revenue  Cod\whh  re¬ 
spect  to  exportation  of  imported  distilled  spirits^ 

H.R.  5739  (amended),  to  amend  the  Internal  Reunite 
Code  regarding  life  insurance  companies ; 

H.R.  8975  (amended),  to  provide  for  the  tariff  classf 
fication  of  certain  particleboard ; 

H.R.  8461,  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  regardjAg 
importation  of  cigars  made  of  tobacco ; 

H.R.  7267  (amended),  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  regarding  refunds  of  gasoline  taxes  by  aepial  appli¬ 
cators;  and 

H.R.  7301  (amended),  to  amend  the  Infernal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  with  respect  to  collapsible  corporations. 

GOVERNMENT  RESEARCH 

Select  Committee  on  Government/Research:  Resumed 
hearings  on  current  Government  research .  programs, 
and  heard  testimony  from  Eugene  P.  Foley,  Adminis¬ 
trator,  Small  Business  Administration;  William  C.  Fos¬ 
ter,  Director,  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency ; 
other  departmental  officials;  and  public  witnesses. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 


D983 


APPROPRIATIONS— AGRICULTURE 

Conferees  met  in  executive  session  to  resolve  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of 
H.R.  6754,  fiscal  1964  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  related  agencies,  but  did  not 
reach  final  agreement,  and  recessed  subject  to  call. 


APPROPRIATIONS— PUBLIC  WORKS 

Conferees,  in  an  evening  executive  session  on  Tuesday, 
)ecember  10,  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the 


differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  v 
sions  of  H.R.  9140,  fiscal  1964  appropriations  for  p 
works. 

MARKING  OF  IMPORTED  ARTICLES 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  fif£  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  difference  between  thff  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  2513,  requiring  new  pack¬ 
ages  of  imported  articles  to  be  markeq  so  as  to  indicate 
country  of  origin.  As  agreed  by  the  ebnferees,  the  House 
would  accept  the  Senate  amendment  thereto,  having  an 
effective  date  of  March  31,  i964ymstead  of  June  1963. 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  THURSDAY, 
DECEMBER  12 

( All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated) 
Senate 

Committee  on  appropriations,  to  continue,  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion,  its  hearing  Von  fiscal  1964  budget  estimates  for  foreign  aid, 
to  hear  Secretary  of  State  Rusk,  10  a.m.,  1223  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  on  the  promotion  to  lieutenant 
general  of  Maj.  Gen.  Andrew  J.  Goodpaster,  to  be  Assistant  to 
the  Chmrman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  to  hear  Secretary  of 
Defense  McNamara,  and  on  several  pending  bills  (S.  1767,  H.R. 
433C,  2988,  2664,  3005),  to  be  followed  by  executive  session  on 
ER.  7356,  re  Air  Force  and  Military  Academies  appointments, 
/find  on-subcommittee  report  on  article  VII  of  the  NATO  Status 
of  Forces  Treaty,  10  a.m.,  212  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Commerce,  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Subcommittee,  on  S.  1773  and  S.  1774,  relating  to  vessel  con¬ 
struction,  9:30  a.m.,  5110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Finance,  executive,  on  H.R.  8363,  proposed 
Revenue  Act  of  1963,  10  a.m.,  2221  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  to  hold  hearings  on  Con- 
vention\with  Mexico  for  the  Solution  of  the  Problem  of  the 
Chamizak(Ex.  N,  88th  Cong.,  1st  sess.),  ^0  a.m.,  4221  New 
Senate  Office.  Building. 

Committee'qn  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  Civil  Service  Sub¬ 
committee,  on  H.R.  7381  and  S.  1912,  proposed  Dual  Compensa¬ 
tion  Act,  10  a.m.)€202  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Special  Subcommittee,  to  con¬ 
tinue  its  hearings  on^S;  1856  and  S.  1121,  increasing  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  accelerated  public  works,  9  a.m.,  4200  New  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  to  continue  its  execu¬ 
tive  hearings  on  financial  anck  business  activities  of  Senate  em¬ 
ployees  and  former  Senate  employees,  2  p.m.,  301  Old  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Special  Committee  on  Aging,  exchsutive,  to  receive  reports  of 
its  subcommittees,  and  to  consider  agenda  of  future  activities, 
10  a.m.,  1318  New  Senate  Office  Building 


House 


^heat,  on  pend- 
.  House  Office 


Defense, 


Committee  on  Agriculture,  Subcommittee  onS 
ing  wheat  legislation,  10  a.m.,  1310  Longwort 
Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  of 
executive,  10  a.m.,  H-140,  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Subcommittee  on  Research  and 
Development,  executive,  on  review  of  Navy  research  anckde- 
velopment  programs,  10  a.m.,  304  Cannon  House  Office  But 
ing. 


\D984 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  executive,  on  S.  298,  to 
am^nd  Small  Business  Investment  Act;  and  S.  2032,  re  financial 
assistance  to  victims  of  flood  disasters,  10  a.m.,  1301  Longworth 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  executive,  on  H.R. 
4200,  re  D:C.  securities  sales,  11  a.m.,  445-A  Cannon  House 
Office  Buildin' 

Subcommittee  .No.  4,  on  Columbia  Plaza  urban  renewal  proj¬ 
ect,  9  a.m.,  445-A -Cannon  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Labor,  on  shorter  workweek  hearings,  10  a.m.,  1302  Longworth 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Governrhemt  Operations,  Subcommittee  on  Le¬ 
gal  and  Monetary  Affairs,  executive,  on  pending  legislation,  10 
a.m.,  1127  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  on  HJl.  9032,  re  fish  and  wildlife 
benefits-costs  of  Federal  multiple-purpose  water  resource  projects, 
9:45  a.m.,  1324  Longworth  House  Ornlse  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  No.  3,  on  H.R.  323, 
769,  5523,  and  S.  776,  to  permit  the  author  of  an  original  orna¬ 
mental  design  to  secure  protection  for  a  Incited  time  against 
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unauthorized  copying  of  the  design,  io  a.m.,  346  Cannon  House 
Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  1,  hearings  on  private  immigration  bills,  ic 
a.m.,  327  Cannon  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  4,  executive,  on  pending  legislation^  10 
a.m.,  327-B  Cannon  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  executive,  on 
on  S.  1698,  re  commitment  of  construction  reserve  funds  under 
Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  10  a.m.,  219  Cannon  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  executive,  oh  miscellaneous 
bills,  10  a.m.,  committee  room,  Longworth  House  Office  Build¬ 
ing. 

Select  Committee  on  Government  Research,  to  continue  on  cur¬ 
rent  Government  research  programs,  %  a.m.,  313-A  Cannon 
House  Office  Building. 


Joint  Cot 

Committees  on  Public  Wor\s~ 
joint  hearings  on  H.J.  Res. 
bills,  to  rename  the  National 


Fitzgerald  Kennedy  Mer 
House  Office  Building. 


uttees 

the  Senate  and  House,  to  hold 
and  S.J.  Res.  136,  and  related 
Cultural  Center  as  the  John 


lorial  Center,  10  a.m.,  362  Cannon 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  Conference ^report  on  agricultural  appropriation 

bill.  Sen.  Miller  requested  investigation  of  s\ybean  futures  market.  Sens.  Curtis 
and  Hruska  and  Rep.  Montoya  expressed  concern  about  meat  imports.  Sen.  Mansfield 
inserted  statement  on  legislative  accomplishment s.\  House  recommitted  foreign  aid 
.appropriation  bill  with  instructions  against  wheat-ror-Russia  compromise.  Rep. 
'Skubitz  inserted  his  statement  before  Tariff  Commission  criticizing  beef  imports. 


j 


SENATE  -  Dec.  1% 

(Ha .Repto  1088) 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report/ 
on  this  bill,  H.  R.  6754,  and  acted  on  amendments  which  had  been  reported  in 
disagreement.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  Attached  is  a 
summary  showing  actions  of  the  conferees,  etc.  pp.  24226-31,  24249-55,  '24235 


2.  SOYBEAN  FUTURES.  Sen.  Miller  requested  an  investigation  of  the  soybean  futures 
irket.  pp.  24065-6 


3^1EAT  IMPORTS.  Sens.  Curtis  and  Hruska  expressed  concern  about  increases'^ 
livestock  and  meat  imports,  pp.  24067,  24073-5 


2 


4.  SUGAR.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  suspend  during  the 
calendar  year  1964  restrictions  on  marketing  of  domestically  produced  sugar y 
under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948;  to  Finance  Committee,  p.  24256 


5.  INDIA.  Sen.  Miller  inserted  an  article  evaluating  India* s  economic  grou/ 
ppv  24066-7 


6.  GRANTSS:  IN  -AID .  Sen.  Pell  commended  plans  to  review  grant-in-aid  programs  every 
five  years  for  possible  termination,  pp.  24083-4 


SENATE  -  Dec.  21 


7.  RIVER  BASINS. \  Received  a  report  of  the  U.  S.  Study  Commission  on  the  Savannah, 
Altamaha,  Saink  Marys,  Apalacbicola-Chattahoochee  and  Peniido-Escarabia  River 
Basins  and  inter^enina  areas;  to  Public  Works  Committeey\S.  Doc.  51).  p. 

24260 


8.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Jackson  inserted  resolutions  on  tt>rs  subject  by  the  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Western  Outdodr  Clubs,  pp.  24264-7 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  a  detailed  statement  on 
legislative  accomplishment^  during  the  current  session,  pp.  24263-87 


10.  ADJOURNED  until  Tues.,  Dec.  24\  p.  24287 

10USE  /  Dec.  20 


11.  PUERTO  RICO.  Concurred  in  the  Senat^( amendments  to  H.  R.  5945,  to  establish  a 
U.S.-P.R.  Commission  on  the  Statutes  of  P.R.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President,  pp.  24166-7 


12.  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Ullman  stated  that  "we\nust  act  now,  wisely,  judiciously, 
but  positively,  to  preserve  JLox  the  future  \he  great  land  and  water  resources 
that  still  lie  undeveloped /all  over  America. \  pp.  24187-8 


13.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Henderson  inserted  the  Presidents  memorandum  to  department 
heads  urging  "every  employee  in  every  agency  at  eSrery  location  in  the  Federal 


Government ...  to  give/your  best  to  your  job  and  youK  country."  p.  24188 


14.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Rep.  Rooney  (N.Y.)  inserted  an  article,  "What 
Congress  Did  Th^6  Session,"  including  discussion  of  agricultural  programs, 
pp.  24232-3 


15.  FARM  PROGRAM/ Rep.  Cleveland  complained  that,  due  to  rate  differentials,  feed 

grains  are/being  shipped  to  New  England's  competitors  in  Del.\Md. ,  and  Va. ,  at 
lower  rail  rates  than  to  New  England  and  are  a  threat  to  New  England's  poultry 
and  daiXy  industries.  24201 


HOUSE  -  Dec.  21 


FOREIGN-AID  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  949^  the 
foreign  aid  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept.  1087).  The  Rules  Committee  reported 
a  resolution  waiving  points  of  order  against  the  conference  report,  p.  24235 
By  a  vote  of  141  to  136,  agreed  to  a  motion  by  Rep.  Rhodes  to  "recommit \he 
ccmf&rence  report"  on  this  bill,  H.R.  9499,  with  instructions  to  the  House 
conferees  to  ineist  pn  retention  of  the  House  provision  prohibiting  the  Export 
Import  Bank  from  extending  credit  trt  Communist  countries.  The  conferees  had 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 

AGENCIES 


) 


December  21  (legislative  day,  December  20),  1963. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.R.  6754] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  32,  45, 
46,  and  47. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  4,  6,  17,  25,  29,  31,  35,  40,  and  44,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted  by  said  amendment,  insert 
three ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  S^5,000;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 
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In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $91  $$96  $7 00  \ 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $6$$J$9,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $27  J)  31, OW ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $39,363,000 , 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $$1,633, WO ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $65 ,725 ,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $67,295,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16 : 

BT 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $7 $272,500 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows: 
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In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $98,339,000', 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 63,607.000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $13, 622, ■ 000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1,500,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 9,912,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 11,290,500 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1^5,000,000', 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  28 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  28,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $18,699,500 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 
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In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $106r5If3f500 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1 1  f350,000 ; 
nnd  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  837)73,500 ;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3G : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $3,750,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  37 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  37,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $11,247,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  39 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  39,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $1  rW0f)OO ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  41 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  41,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $388925,900; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  42 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  42,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  37,080,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  43 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  43,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
as  follows : 
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In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $3,505,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  7, 9, 11, 24,  27,  and  38. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natciier, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

Walt  Horan, 

Robert  H.  Michel 

(except  as  to  amendment  No. 
37), 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  TIIE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30r 
1964,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments,, 
namely : 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  1  and  4. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Eliminate  House 
language  providing  for  marketing  research  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  agree  that  quality  research  could  be  appropriately 
conducted  under  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  as  indicated  by 
the  Department. 

Amendment  Nos.  2  and  3. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Authorize  con¬ 
struction  or  improvement  of  three  buildings  at  $45,000  each  in  lieu 
of  five  at  $40,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  two  at  $50,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  5.- — Research  :  Appropriates  $91,496,700  instead  of 
$94,045,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $91,811,700  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  final  amount  is  $315,000  below  the  Senate  recom¬ 
mendation  and  is  a  net  reduction  of  $2,548,300  below  the  House  bill. 

The  appropriation  proposed  includes  increases  above  the  House  bill 
as  follows:  additional  pay  act  costs,  $563,000;  staffing  and  operating 
farm  research  laboratories  already  in  operation  where  the  need  is 
greatest,  $100,000;  animal  parasite  research,  $50,000:  watershed  hy¬ 
drology  research,  $100,000;  equipping  ($400,000)  and  staffing  { 
($280,000)  of  Fargo,  N.  Dak.  laboratory;  research  on  varietal  decline 
of  sugar  cane,  $100,000;  research  on  harvesting  sugar  cane,  $100,000; 
research  on  nosema  disease  in  bees,  $37,500;  soybean  production  re¬ 
search,  $100,000;  sugarbeet  production  research,  $125,000;  research 
on  corn,  $25,000;  staffing  of  Sydney,  Mont.,  laboratory,  $12,500;  soil 
and  water  conservation  research  at  East  Franklin  and  "Sleepers  River, 
$25,000;  research  on  cold  hardiness  ($75,000)  and  harvesting  aids 
($25,000)  for  citrus;  bee  research,  Laramie,  Wyo.,  $12,500;  horticul¬ 
tural  research,  Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  $37,500;  strawberry  research  in  Ore¬ 
gon,  $12,500;  safflower  research,  $12,500;  research  on  dried  peas  and 
lentils,  $6,200 ;  improve  road,  Newell.  S.  Dak,  $15,000;  research  on  con¬ 
trol  of  marshland  mosquitoes,  $100,000 ;  research  on  cereal  leaf  beetle, 
$50,000;  tobacco  research,  $25,000;  research  on  harvesting  aids  for 
Kona  coffee,  $12,500. 

These  increases  are  more  than  offset  by  the  transfer  of  $4,950,000 
contained  in  the  House  bill  for  marketing  research  to  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  appropriations. 
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The  amount  recommended  also  includes  the  following  funds  for 
items  approved  by  the  House  and  stricken  by  the  Senate:  peanut 
quality  research  at  New  Orleans,  $200,000 ;  research  at  existing  facil¬ 
ities  as  follows:  Flue-cured  tobacco  in  North  Carolina,  $200,000;  bur- 
ley  and  dark  tobacco,  $200,000;  wheat  and  wheat  products,  $200,000; 
cotton  $200,000 ;  and  corn  and  other  grains,  $200,000. 

Amendment  No.  6 — Research :  Eliminates  House  language  provid¬ 
ing  funds  for  a  Peanut  Research  Laboratory  in  Georgia.  This  item 
has  been  removed  from  this  bill  without  prejudice.  The  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  agree  to  include  an  appropriation  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  in  the  amount  of  $600,000  in  the  first  supplemental  appropriation 
bill  for  the  coming  year  or  the  next  regular  appropriation  bill  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  whichever  provides  the  first  opportunity 
for  action  by  Congress. 

Amendment  No.  7. — Research :  Reported  in  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  provide 
$15  million  for  research,  surveys,  planning  and  construction  of  facili¬ 
ties  as  follows : 


Expanded  utilization  research _  $5,  000,  000 

Additional  construction,  including  conversion  of  pilot  plant,  at 

Peoria  Laboratory _  4, 500,  000 

Construction,  alteration  and  equipment  for  the  New  Orleans,  Albany, 

and  Wyndmoor  Laboratories,  $1,500,000  each _  4,500,000 

Enlarging  and  modernizing  existing  research  facilities,  $250,000  each 
for  Weslaco  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Laboratory,  Olustee  Naval  Stores 

Laboratory,  and  Stoneville  Ginning  Laboratory _  750,  000 

Survey,  determination  of  need,  and  planning  of  additional  research 
facilities  as  may  be  required  for  utilization  research  in  the  South¬ 
east,  and  weed  control  research,  not  to  exceed _  250,  000 


Total _  15,  000,  000 


Amendment  No.  8. — Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control: 
Appropriates  $64,449,000  instead  of  $59,505,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $67,071,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  in¬ 
cludes  $395,000  for  additional  pay  costs;  $2,750,000  for  screwworm 
eradication;  $200,000  for  plant  quarantine  inspection;  $600,000  for 
eradicating  hog  cholera ;  $74,000  for  pesticide  regulation ;  and  $500,000 
for  eradication  of  fire-ant. 

In  addition,  $125,000  is  provided  to  evaluate  the  efficiency  of  plant 
pest,  control  programs  and  to  test  the  effect  of  residues  on  nontarget 
organisms  such  as  people  and  wildlife.  This  will  enable  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  undertake  activities  recommended  by  the  President’s  Science 
Advisory  Committee  in  its  report  “The  Use  of  Pesticides.”  In  this 
connection,  the  Department  is  directed  to  work  in  close  cooperation 
with  officials  of  other  agencies  in  the  conduct  of  joint  programs  and 
to  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  its  assigned  role  in  this 
very  important  area.  The  Conferees  recommend  further  that  a  high- 
level  commission  or  board  be  established  to  evaluate  and  make  final 
determinations  as  to  the  use  of  pesticides  for  pest  control  purposes. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  should  be  adequately  represented  on 
such  a  board. 

Also,  $300,000  is  provided  for  eradication  of  sheep  scabies.  This 
amount,  to  be  matched  from  local  sources,  is  to  be  used  for  the  purposes 
for  which  appropriated.  Also,  the  Department  is  to  explore  the 
feasibility  of  dipping  sheep  moved  in  interstate  commerce  as  a  con¬ 
trol  measure  and  to  prevent  reinfestation. 
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The  general  reduction  of  $750,000  is  to  be  applied  to  the  several 
programs  financed  under  this  appropriation  item,  including  the  in¬ 
creases  discussed  above. 

Amendment  No.  9. — Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control: 
Reported  in  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  requiring  50 
percent  matching  of  funds  used  for  screwworm  eradication.  The 
Conferees  have  agreed  to  the  Senate  language  with  the  understanding 
that  State  and  local  sources  will  be  given  full  credit  for  all  funds 
heretofore  and  hereafter  contributed  to  the  program. 

Amendment  No.  10. — Meat  inspection:  Appropriates  $27,931,000 
instead  of  $27,638,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $28,126,250  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  11.- — Salaries  and  expenses  ( Special  Foreign  Cur¬ 
rency  Program )  :  Reported  in  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  the  amount  of  the  appropriation  to  be  $1,250,000  instead  of 
$2,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Cooperative  State  Experiment  Statton  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  12  and  13. — Payments  and  expenses:  Appropri¬ 
ates  $41,633,000  instead  of  $40,383,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$42,883,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Con¬ 
ferees  to  provide  for  the  Federal  share  of  salary  increases  for  the 
balance  of  the  fiscal  year.  In  addition  to  the  regular  work  of  the 
land-grant  colleges,  the  Conferees  recognize  that  research  for  other 
Federal  agencies  is  also  an  important  contribution  of  these  institu¬ 
tions.  They  concur  in  the  statements  of  the  two  Houses  which 
request  reports  on  research  contracts  and  grants  entered  into  begin¬ 
ning  with  fiscal  year  1964. 

Extension  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  14  and  15. — Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico: 
Appropriate  $67,295,000  instead  of  $64,590,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $70,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16. — Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $7,272,500  instead  of  $7,110,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $7,435,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

Amendment  No.  17. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $1,201,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,195,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  No.  18. — Conservation  operations :  Appropriates  $98,- 
339,000  instead  of  $97,480,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $99,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  includes  $839,000  for  addi¬ 
tional  pay  increases.  The  conferees  direct  that  soil  survey  reports 
be  published  within  the  amount  of  funds  provided,  exclusive  of  the 
$20,000  additional  which  shall  be  available  to  strengthen  existing 
facilities. 
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Amendment  No.  19. — Watershed  protection:  Appropriates  $63,607,- 
000  instead  of  $63,222,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $63,992,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed  to  includes  $5,446,000 
for  planning  of  new  watersheds.  The  conferees  have  agreed  that 
States  should  be  encouraged  to  contribute  as  much  as  possible  for 
this  activity,  regardless  of  Federal  appropriations. 

The  conferees  concur  in  the  Senate  language  calling  on  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  to  give  fuller  review  and  coordination  to  river  basin 
surveys.  They  are  also  concerned  about  the  declining  local  share  of 
the  cost  of  constructing  watershed  projects  and  urge  Department  offi¬ 
cials  to  require  more  adequate  local  contributions,  more  in  line  with 
the  intent  of  the  original  act. 

Amendment  No.  20. — Great  Plains  Conservation  Program:  Appro¬ 
priates  $13,622,000  instead  of  $12,994,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
.  and  $14,640,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Of  the  increase,  $28,000 
/  is  included  for  additional  pay  costs  and  $600,000  is  included  for  cost 
sharing  assistance. 

Amendment  No.  21. — Resource  conservation  and  development :  Ap¬ 
propriates  $1,500,000  instead  of  $1,200,000  as  proposed  by  the  blouse 
and  $2,200,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  are  in 
agreement  that  the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress  should  be 
kept  advised  of  each  proposed  activity  under  this  program  in  advance 
of  commitment. 

Economic  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  22. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $9,912,- 
000  instead  of  $9,832,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $9,965,700  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

Amendment  No.  23. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $11,- 
290,500  instead  of  $11,079,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $11,486,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  includes  $49,000  for  addi- 
1  tional  pay  costs,  $100,000  to  extend  the  long-range  program,  and 
D  $62,500  for  additional  cattle-on-feed  reports  for  the  balance  of  the 
fiscal  year.  Additional  requirements  for  cattle-on-feed  reports  will 
be  considered  in  connection  with  the  1965  budget.  Adequate  funds 
have  been  provided  to  enable  the  Department  to  continue  all  reports 
now  being  furnished. 

Amendment  No.  24. — Marketing  research  and'  service:  Reported  in 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a 
motion  to  appropriate  $42,498,975  instead  of  $37,061,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $44,514,100  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase 
above  the  House  bill  includes  $4,985,675  for  marketing  research; 
$50,000  for  quality  research  on  field  packed  lettuce  and  citrus ;  $333,000 
for  additional  marketing  service  pay  costs;  $50,000  for  poultry  in¬ 
spection  ;  $11,800  for  reimbursement  to  employee’s  compensation  fund ; 
and  $7,500  for  a  cooperative  market  news  service  in  Louisiana. 

The  Department  is  requested  to  make  a  full  study  of  the  possible  use 
of  State  inspection  organizations  to  hold  down  the  cost  as  well  as  to 
prevent  duplication  of  poultry  inspection. 

Amendment  No.  25.- — Payments  to  States  and  possessions :  Appro¬ 
priates  $1,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,425,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 
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School  lunch  'program:  For  tlie  first  time,  funds  for  cash  payments 
and  section  6  commodity  purchases  are  based  on  a  rate  of  5  cents  per 
meal  on  the  average  for  the  number  of  meals  expected  to  be  served 
during  the  school  year.  In  addition,  $2,070,000  has  been  included  for 
administrative  purposes. 

Amendment  No.  26. — Section  32 :  Authorizes  the  use  of  $45  million 
for  the  food  stamp  program  instead  of  $40  million  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $51,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  27. — Section  32:  Reported  in  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  provide 
$16  million  instead  of  $25  million  as  provided  in  the  House  bill.  Of 
this  amount,  $11  million  shall  remain  available  for  construction  and 
equipping  of  research  facilities  determined  to  be  needed,  including 
$9,500,000  for  a  utilization  research  laboratory  in  the  Southeast  and 
$1,500,000  for  a  weed  control  research  laboratory.  It  is  agreed  that  any 
new  utilization  laboratory  shall  not  be  used  for  quality  research  on 
peanuts. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

Amendment  No.  28. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $18,699,- 
500  instead  of  $18,505,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $19,039,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  includes  $41,000  for  addi¬ 
tional  pay  costs;  $58,000  for  international  agricultural  affairs;  $14,000 
for  export  programs ;  and  $81,500  for  commodity  programs.  The  con¬ 
ferees  request  the  Department  to  more  closely  supervise  the  use  of 
market  development  funds  for  travel  and  other  purposes. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

Amendment  No.  29. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $1,095,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,093,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  No.  30. — Expenses:  Appropriates  $106,549,500  instead 
of  $105,737,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $107,091,400  as  proposed 
b}T  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  31. — Expenses:  Approves  language  proposed  by 
the  Senate  to  restrict  the  use  of  funds  for  employees  and  committee¬ 
men  for  certain  purposes. 

Amendment  No.  32. — Agricultural  conservation  program:  Restores 
House  language  restricting  use  of  funds  for  drainage  of  wetlands.  In 
view  of  the  action  of  the  conferees,  they  instruct  the  Departments  of 
Agriculture  and  Interior  to  expedite  the  implementation  of  action  on 
types  1  and  2  where  necessary  to  permit  desirable  drainage  to  proceed 
without  unnecessary  delay. 

Amendment  No.  33. — Land-Use  Adjustment  Program:  Appropri¬ 
ates  $11,350,000  instead  of  $10  million  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$12,150,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  are  agreed  that, 
in  the  absence  of  legislation  expanding  the  pilot  program  for  1964, 
expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1964  will  be  held  to  the  1963  level  of 
operation  and  financed  through  direct  appropriation. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Amendment  No.  34. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $3,973,- 
500  instead  of  $3,953,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,987,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Agricultural  Library 

Amendment  No.  35. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $1,426,- 
140  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,420,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

General  Administration 

Amendment  No.  36. — Salatdes  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $3,750,- 
000  instead  of  $3,735,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,760,550  as 
\  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that,  beginning  with  fiscal  1965, 
separate  budget  requests  for  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  and  for 
the  Office  of  Management  Services  shall  be  submitted  to  the  appro¬ 
priations  committees  and  justified  separately,  and  corresponding  re¬ 
ductions  shall  be  made  in  agencies  from  which  transfers  are  made. 
For  fiscal  1964,  the  expenditures  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General 
shall  not  exceed  $9,883,000  and  for  the  Office  of  Management  Serv¬ 
ices  shall  not  exceed  $2,314,000.  In  addition  thereto,  increased  costs 
in  fiscal  1964  resulting  from  the  pay  act  shall  be  held  to  the  same 
level  as  pay  act  increases  for  the  agencies  from  which  these  offices 
have  transferred  funds  in  fiscal  1964. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

Amendment  No.  37. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $11,- 
247,000  instead  of  $11,162,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $11,287,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Regulations,  including  changes,  to 
carry  out  provisions  in  the  reports  of  the  House  and  Senate  Com- 
.  mittees  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal  Register  within  90  days  of 
)  enactment  of  this  Act. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  disagree  with  the  state- 
i  ments  in  the  Senate  report  on  pages  28  and  29  which  require  the 
Administrator  (1)  to  certify  to  the  Comptroller  General  and  the 
Congress  and  (2)  to  give  notice  of  applications  to  the  committees 
60  days  in  advance  of  approval.  They  agree  that  any  REA  Coopera¬ 
tive  which  is  an  applicant  for  a  generation  or  transmission  loan  shall 
be  made  a  party  to  any  subsequent  negotiations  between  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  and  the  power  supplier  on  contract  arrangements. 

Amendment  No.  38. — Rural  housing  loans:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion 
to  appropriate  $25  million  for  rural  housing  loans  instead  of  pro¬ 
viding  it  as  additional  borrowing  authority  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  39. — Rural  renewal:  Appropriates  $1,200,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $1  million  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $1,350,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  40. — Rural  housing  for  the  elderly  revolving  fund: 
Appropriates  $3,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2  mil¬ 
lion  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
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Amendment  No.  41. — Salaries  and  expenses:  Appropriates  $38,925,- 
900  instead  of  $38,367,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $39,367,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  provides  $339,500  for  addi¬ 
tional  pay  costs;  $205,000  for  administration  of  loan  programs;  and 
$14,400  to  reimburse  employees  compensation  fund. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

Amendment  No.  42. — Administrative  and  operating  expenses:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $7,080,000  instead  of  $6,950,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $7,210,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  43. — Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  fund: 
Provides  for  the  use  of  $3,505,000  of  premium  income  for  administra¬ 
tive  and  operating  expenses  instead  of  $3,530,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $3,480,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 


Amendment  No.  44. — Reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $2,699,400,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2,500 
million  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Foreign  Assistance  Programs 


Amendment  Nos.  45  and  46 . — Public  Laic  180 :  Appropriate  $1,452 
million  for  title  I  sales  and  $52,515,000  for  title  IV  contracts  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  instead  of  $1,252  million  for  title  I  and  $79  million 
for  t  itle  IV  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  47. — International  Wheat  Agreement:  Appro¬ 


priates  $86,218,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $92,356,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natciier, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

Walt  Horan, 

Robert  H.  Michel 

(except  as  to  amendment  No. 
37), 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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McFaU 

Pike 

Staggers 

Madden 

Pilcher 

Steed 

Vahon 

Poage 

Stratton 

Matsunaga 

Pool 

Stubblefield 

Matthews 

Price 

Thomas 

Millk 

Puclnskl 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Minlsh 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Toll 

Morgan. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Tuten 

Morrison. 

Rodino 

Udall 

Murphy,  HI. 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Uliman 

Natcher  \ 

Roosevelt 

Van  Deerlln 

Nix  \ 

Rosenthal 

Vanik 

O'Brien,  N.Y.  \ 

,  Roush 

Weltner 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

\Roybal 

White 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Whitener 

Olsen,  Mont. 

StyGermaln 

Wickersham 

Olson,  Minn. 

StPOnge 

Wilson, 

O'Neill 

SenAer 

Charles  H. 

Passman 

Sheppard 

Wright 

Patten 

SlcklesX 

Young 

Pepper 

Smith,  Iowa 

Zablockl 

Perkins 

Staebler  \ 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT”— 3 


Mathias 

Morse  \ 

Tupper 

NOT  VOTING- — 1$3 

Abbitt 

Gray 

Morphy,  N.Y. 

Abernethy 

Green,  Pa. 

Murray 

Adair 

Griffiths 

N  edz\ 

Andrews, 

Gubser 

NelsenV 

N.  Dak. 

Hall 

O'BrlenpIll. 

Auchincloss 

Harris 

Osmers  \ 

Baker 

Harrison 

Ostertag  \ 

Baring 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Patman  \ 

Barrett 

Hawkins 

Philbln  \ 

Bass 

Hays 

Powell 

Becker 

Hebert 

Purcell 

Belcher 

Herlong 

Quillen 

Bolling 

Hoeven 

Rains 

Bray 

Hoffman 

Randall 

Brown,  Calif. 

Holifleld 

Reuss 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hull 

Riehlman 

Buckley 

Hutchinson 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Burke 

Ichord 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Burkhalter 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Cahill 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Cannon 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Carey 

Kastenmeler 

Rostenkowskl 

Casey 

Kee 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Cederberg 

Kelly 

St.  George 

Celler 

Keogh 

Scott 

Clancy 

Kilburn 

Shelley 

Clark 

King,  N.Y. 

Shipley 

Clawson,  Del 

Kluczynski 

Short 

Colmer 

Kornegay 

Sikes 

Curtis 

Kunkel 

Slier 

Dague 

Kyi 

Sisk 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Landrum 

Slack 

Dawson 

Leggett 

Stephens 

Derounian 

Lennon 

Sullivan 

Devine 

Lesinski 

Talcott 

Diggs 

Lloyd 

Taylor 

Donohue 

McCulloch 

Teague,  Calif. 

Dwyer 

McDowell 

Teague,  Tex. 

Ellsworth 

Mclntire 

Thompson,  La. 

Evins 

McLoskey 

Thompson,  Tex 

Fascell 

Macdonald 

Tollefson  / 

Fino 

Mailliard 

Trimble  / 

Flynt 

Martin,  Mass. 

Van  Pelt  / 

Foreman 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Vinson  / 

Forrester 

Miller,  Calif. 

Watts  / 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Milllken 

Wharton 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Monagan 

Whitten 

Fuqua 

Montoya 

WilUs 

Gibbons 

Moorhead 

WySler 

Glenn 

Morris 

Younger 

GoodeU 

Moss 

Grant 

Multer  > 

So  the  motion  to  reco/nmit  was  agreed 
to.  / 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs:  / 

On  this  vote :  / 

Mr.  Van  Pelt  for  with  Mr.  Tupper  against. 

Mr.  Morse  /or,  with  Mr.  Derounlan 
against.  / 

Mr.  McCujfoeh  for,  with  Mr.  Mathias 
against.  / 

Mr.  Becjfer  for,  with  Mr.  Keogh  against. 

Mr.  AfcLoskey  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert 
againsy 

Mry^Julllen  for,  with  Mr.  Phllbin  against. 

S W.  Glenn  for,  with  Mr.  Donohue  against. 

Jffr.  Bray  for,  with  Mr.  Nedzi  against. 

/M r.  Kilburn  for,  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  against. 

Mr.  Kornegay  for,  with  Mr.  Multer  against. 

Mr.  Scott  for,  with  Mr.  Ryan  of  Michigan 
against. 


Mr.  Whitten  for,  with  Mr.  Gray  against. 
Mr.  Abernethy  for,  with  Mr.  Murphy  of 
New  York  against. 

Mr.  Colmer  for,  with  Mr.  Miller  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  against. 

Mr.  Lennon  for,  with  Mr.  Clark  against. 
Mr.  Talcott  for,  with  Mr.  Moss  against. 
Mr.  Auchincloss  for,  with  Mr.  Celler 
against. 

Mr.  Hoeven  for,  with  Mr.  Burke  against. 
Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana  for,  with  Mr.  Bar¬ 
rett  against. 

Mr.  Mclntire  for,  with  Mr.  Johnson  of 
California  against. 

Mr.  Younger  for,  with  Mr.  Trimble  against. 
Mr.  Wydler  for,  with  Mrs.  Sullivan  against. 
Mrs.  Dwyer  for,  with  Mr.  Macdonald 
against. 

Mr.  Clancy  for,  with  Mr.  Randall  against. 
Mr.  Osmers  for,  with  Mr.  Shipley  against. 
Mrs.  St.  George  for,  with  Mr.  Rosten- 
kowski  against. 

Mr.  Cederberg  for,  with  Mrs.  Griffiths 
against. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  for,  with  Mr.  Patman 
against.  , 

Mr.  Del  Clawson  for,  with  Mr.  Carey 
against.  / 

Mr.  Andrews  of  North  Dakota  for,  iVith 
Mr.  Burkhalter  against.  / 

Mr.  Baker  for,  with  Mr.  Lesinski  against. 
Mr.  Tollefson  for,  with  Mr.  McDowell 

against.  / 

\  Mr.  Riehlman  for,  with  My  Monagan 

against.  / 

Air.  King  of  New  York  for,/vith  Mr.  Mon- 
toyNagainst.  A  • 

Mr\  Ellsworth  for,  with  Mr.  Moorhead 
againsK  ,  A 

Mr.  SIumI;  for,  with  Mn^ass  against. 

Mr.  CamU  for,  with  Jwr.  Davis  of  Tennessee 
against.  \  / 

Mr.  Adair ’tor,  yfth  Mr.  Dawson  against. 

Mr.  Curtis  forywith  Mr.  Powell  against. 
Mr.  Devine  fd£  with  Mr.  Fascell  against. 
Mr.  Fino  foBr  with  Mr.  Fulton  of  Tennes¬ 
see  against.  /  \ 

Mr.  Goodell  for,  with  Mr.  Harris  against. 
Mr.  Teague  of  California  for,  with  Mr.  Hays 
against./^  \ 

Mr.  /Dstertag  for,  with  Mr.  Holifleld 
again/t.  \ 

Mr.  Martin'of  Nebraska  foXwith  Mr.  Reuss 
against.  \ 

/Mr.  Hoffman  for,  with  Mr.  Diggs  against. 
f  Mr.  Harrison  for,  with  Mr.  Rogers  of  Colo¬ 
rado  against.  \ 

Mr.  Foreman  for,  with  Mr.  O’Brien,  of  Illi¬ 
nois  against.  \ 

Mr.  Siler  for,  with  Mr.  Leggett  against. 
Mr.  Hull  for,  with  Mr.  Watts  against.  \ 

Mr.  Baring  for,  with  Mr.  Buckley  against. 
Mr.  Gubser  for,  with  Mr.  Brown  of  CaliforV 
nia  against. 

Mr.  Taylor  for,  with  Mr.  Shelley  against. 
Mr.  Hall  for,  with  Mr.  Sisk  against. 

Mr.  Nelsen  for,  with  Mr.  Slack  against. 
Mr.  Fuqua  for,  with  Mr.  Rooney  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  against. 

Mr.  Dague  for,  with  Mr.  Vinson  against. 
Mr.  Hutchinson  for,  with  Mrs.  Kelly 
against.  > 

Mr.  Kyi  for,  with  Mr.  Kluczynski  against. 
Mr.  Kunkel  for,  with  Mr.  Flynt  against. 
Mr.  Herlong  for,  with  Mr.  Hawkins  against. 
Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  for,  with  Mr.  Kasten- 
meier  against. 

Mr.  Stephens  for,  with  Mr.  Jones  of  Ala¬ 
bama  against. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  for,  with  Mrs.  Kee 
against. 

Mr.  Sikes  for,  with  Mr.  Murray  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Forrester. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Willis. 
Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Thompson  of  Loui¬ 
siana. 

Mr.  Gibbons  with  Mr.  Roberts  of  Texas. 
Mr.  Ichord  with  Mr.  Grant. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Purcell. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  New 
York,  Mr.  Derounian.  If  he.  Were  pres¬ 
ent  he  would  have  voted  “yjta.”  I  voted 
“nay.”  I  withdraw  my  .vote  and  vote 
“present.”  / 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Mr.  JSpeaker,  I  have  a 
live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin,  Mr.  Van  .Pelt.  If  he  were 
present  he  would/have  voted  “yea.”  I 
voted  “nay.”  I /withdraw  my  vote  and 
vote  “present. 'y 

Mi-.  MATHZAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  live  pair  w/th  the  gentleman  from  Ohio, 
Mr.  McCi/lloch.  If  he  were  present 
he  woulp  have  voted  “yea.”  I  voted 
“nay.”  Al  withdraw  my'  vote  and  vote 
“present.” 

TJ/e  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as /move  recorded. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  CERTAIN  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH.  EDU¬ 
CATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  House  Joint  Resolution 
875,  making  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  certain  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and 
agree  to  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment, 
as  follows: 

Page  4,  after  line  15,  insert: 

"office  of  education 
" Payments  to  school  districts 

"For  an  additional  amount  for  'payments 
to  school  districts’,  $216,204,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr,  Speaker,  on  Thursday  of  this 
week  the  House  passed  a  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  containing  some  $42 
million  to  carry  on  the  new  comprehen¬ 
sive  program  to  combat  mental  retarda¬ 
tion  which  was  authorized  in  two  acts 
passed  by  the  House  and  agreed  to  by 
the  Senate  this  year.  This  supplemental 
^appropriation  bill  was  limited  to  funding 
t^e  mental  retardation  program  so  that 
this  program  could  be  effective  immedi- 

atelX 

Th^Senate  in  considering  this  yester¬ 
day  added  $216  million,  for  schools  in 
federally  \impacted  areas,  for  which  no 
budget  request  was  submitted  by  the 
President  or>the  United  States.  On  yes¬ 
terday — Friday.  December  20,  Congres¬ 
sional  REcoRDApage  24201 — I  made  a 
statement  here  olv  the  floor  of  the  House 
urging  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  submit  a  budget\equest  for  the  im¬ 
pacted  areas  progranAunder  Public  Law 
874,  and  also  funds  for\he  National  De¬ 
fense  Education  Act  student  loan  pro¬ 
gram.  I  also  called  the ’White  House 
urging  that  the  President  sign  a  letter 
transmitting  these  two  funding  requests. 
These  programs  were  both  signed  into 
law  by  President  Johnson  with  \  great 
deal  of  fanfare  and  publicity.  ManV peo¬ 
ple  gained  the  impression  he  strongly 
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favored  these  programs,  but  no  budget 
requestShas  been  submitted  by  him  so 
that  theyypan  be  carried  out.  This  is  a 
strange  situation. 

I  had  a  conversation  yesterday  with 
the  Director  the  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et.  He  adviseck me  that  both  of  these 
requests  had  b^en  forwarded  to  the 
White  House  and  awaited  the  President’s 
signature. 

Also  I  was  interested  in  reading  what 
a  Member  of  the  other\body  had  to  say 
in  a  hearing  on  last  We^pesday  on  this 
subject.  He  said: 

I  thought  that  by  all  melfos  this  item 
should  come  in  this  particular  >bill  and  we 
could  wait  very  properly  for  thW  facilities 
under  Public  Law  815  which  alsoVwas  ex¬ 
tended  for  2  years.  I  think  I  was  staging  the 
attitude  of  aU  four  of  the  Senators  woo  had 
discussed  this  matter  this  morning. 

I  also  stated,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  Ited 
talked  yesterday  on  behalf  of  all  of  us  to  tn 
Budget  Bureau  and  to  the  White  House  and 
found  that  the  Budget  Bureau  had  com¬ 
pleted  its  work  on  this  matter  and  that 
their  recommendation  was  on  the  White 
House  desk  for  action  if  the  President  saw 
fit  to  take  action  immediately  upon  the 
signing  of  the  authorization  bUl  which  was 
also  on  his  desk  and  scheduled  for  signature 
this  morning. 

As  of  this  hour  the  President  has  not 
requested  any  funds  for  the  National 
Defense  Education  Act  student  loan  pro¬ 
gram,  nor  has  he  requested  funding  for 
assistance  to  schools  in  federally  im¬ 
pacted  areas. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  Chief  Executive  has  re¬ 
jected  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  pro¬ 
posal  for  funding  at  this  time  we  should 
not  agree  to  the  Senate  amendment  un¬ 
til  we  at  least  know  his  reasons  for  not 
requesting  funds.  So  far  as  I  know  he 
has  not  even  indicated  why  he  is  opposed 
to  the  requests  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  which 
have  the  support  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  To  me  this  inaction  is  just  in¬ 
comprehensible. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  agree  to  the 
program  for  assistance  to  schools  in  im¬ 
pacted  areas  now  without  the  funding 
for  the  student  loan  program,  it  would 
be  months  before  the  funding  for  the 
student  loan  program  would  be  made  _ 
available.  The  funding  for  the  studeiA ' 
loan  program  is  most  important  because 
there  are  many  thousands  of  studants 
that  will  be  awaiting  and  needing  imese 
funds  early  in  January.  It  seemsoo  me 
the  White  House  has  made  a  g/ave  er¬ 
ror  in  not  signing  the  letter /f  trans¬ 
mittal  requested  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Department  of  HEW. 
In  view  of  this,  I  must  ohrfect  to  the  re¬ 
quest  at  this  time  in  hopes  that  such  a 
letter  of  transmittal /will  be  received 
from  the  President  Ignore  this  Congress 
adjourns. 

The  SPEAKER  /Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  FOGARTy.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  co/sent  to  take  from  the 
Speakers’  table  House  Joint  Resolution 
875,  making/upplemental  appropriations 
for  certai/  activities  of  the  Department 
of  Healt/,  Education,  and  Welfare,  with 
a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  disagree 
to  thg  Senate  amendment,  and  request 
a  conference  with  the  Senate. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  raise  the  same  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  request.  The  letter  of 
transmittal  with  regard  to  the  funds  for 
the  student  loan  program  and  assistance 
to  schools  in  federally  impacted  areas 
has  not  been  received  from  the  President. 
It  seems  to  me  that  before  we  adjourn 
this  Congress  we  should  insist  that  that 
letter  of  transmittal  on  the  student  loan 
program  be  submitted  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States.  The  student  loan 
program  is  the  most  pressing  funding 
need  facing  educational  programs.  Go¬ 
ing  to  conference  without  such  a  fund¬ 
ing  request  would  be  a  grave  error. 
Therefore,  I  will  object  to  going  to  con¬ 
ference  until  the  request  of  the  President 
;an  be  presented  and  considered  by  the 
inference  committee.  This  is  our  last 
chance  to  secure  funds  for  the  student 
loa\  program.  I  direct  attention  of  the 
Housfctto  my  remarks  of  yesterday — 
Congressional  Record,  page  24201. 

Mr.  Sneaker,  under  these  circi 
stances  l\nust  object  to  going  to  c; 
ference  at  obis  time. 

The  SPEA1G3R.  Objection  is  heifrd. 

Mr.  LAIRD.^UVfr.  Speaker,  I  asjr  unan¬ 
imous  consent  t\take  from  the /Speaker’s 
table  the  joint  resolution — House  Joint 
Resolution  875 — making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  Oertan/ activities  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  with  an  amendment  of  the 
Senate  thereto,  and/ disagree  to  the 
amendment  of  the  3enate> 

The  SPEAKER/is  thereVbjection  to 
the  request  of  ttyf  gentleman  Vom  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  96  objection. 


PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  paf 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Th£  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
sts/e  the  parliamentary  inquiry. 

lr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  was  a 
lotion  to  reconsider  the  vote  just  taken 
on  the  motion  to  recommit  tabled? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  thanks  the 
gentleman. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  motion  to 
recommit  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
9499  making  appropriations  for  foreign 
aid  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  was  laid  on  the  table. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS  FOR  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES,  FISCAL  YEAR  1964 

Mr.  WHITTEN  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  6754),  an  act  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes  which  was  ordered 
printed: 


Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1088) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
6754)  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  32,  45,  46,  and  47. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  1,  4,  6,  17,  25,  29,  31,  35,  40,  and  44, 
and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert  "three”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$45,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$91,496,700”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$64,449,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$27,931,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  $39,363,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  $41,633,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$65,725,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  15 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  15,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$67,295,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$7,272,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
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ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$98,339,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19:  That  the  House 
recede  from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$63,607,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$13,622,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$1,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$9,912,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$11,290,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  26 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  26,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$45,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  28 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  28,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$18,699,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  30 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  30,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$106,549,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  33 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  33,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$11,350,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  34:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  34,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$3,973,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  36,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$3,750,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

.  Amendment  numbered  37:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  37,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$11,247,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

No.  212 - 3 


Amendment  numbered  39 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  39,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$1,200,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  41 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  41,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$38,925,900”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  42 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  42,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$7,080,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  43 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  43,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$3,505,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  7,  9,  11, 
24,  27,  and  38. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Walt  Horan, 

Robert  H.  Michel 

(except  as  to  amend-  | 
ment  No.  37) , 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Spessard  I).  Holland, 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the' Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amend¬ 
ments,  namely : 

department  of  agriculture 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  1  and  4. — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Eliminate  House  language  provid¬ 
ing  for  marketing  research  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  conferees  agree  that 
quality  research  could  be  appropriately  con¬ 
ducted  under  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  as  indicated  by  the  Department. 

Amendment  Nos.  2  and  3. — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Authorize  construction  or  im¬ 
provement  of  three  buildings  at  $45,000  each 
in  lieu  of  five  at  $40,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  two  at  $50,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  5. — Research:  Appropri¬ 
ates  $91,496,700  instead  of  $94,045,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $91,811,700  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  final  amount 
is  $315,000  below  the  Senate  recommenda¬ 
tion  and  is  a  net  reduction  of  $2,548,300  be¬ 
low  the  House  bill. 

The  appropriation  proposed  includes  in¬ 
creases  above  the  House  bill  as  follows :  addi¬ 
tional  pay  act  costs,  $563,000;  staffing  and 
operating  farm  research  laboratories  already 
in  operation  where  the  need  is  greatest, 
$100,000;  animal  parasite  research,  $50,000; 
watershed  hydrology  research,  $100,000; 


equipping  ($400,000)  and  staffing  ($280,000) 
of  Fargo,  N.  Dak.  laboratory;  research  on 
varietal  decline  of  sugar  cane,  $100,000;  re¬ 
search  on  harvesting  sugar  cane,  $100,000; 
research  on  nosema  disease  in  bees,  $37,500; 
soybean  production  research,  $100,000;  sugar- 
beet  production  research,  $125,000;  research 
on  corn,  $25,000;  staffing  of  Sydney,  Mont., 
laboratory,  $12,500;  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  research  at  East  Franklin  and  Sleepers 
River,  $25,000;  research  on  cold  hardiness 
($75,000)  and  harvesting  aids  ($25,000)  for 
citrus;  bee  research,  Laramie,  Wyo.,  $12,500; 
horticultural  research,  Cheyenne,  Wyo.,  $37,- 
500;  strawberry  research  in  Oregon,  $12,500; 
safflower  research,  $12,500;  research  on  dried 
peas  and  lentils,  $6,200;  improve  road, 
Newell,  S.  Dak.,  $15,000;  research  on  control 
of  marshland  mosquitoes,  $100,000;  research 
on  cereal  leaf  beetle,  $50,000;  tobacco  re¬ 
search,  $25,000;  research  on  harvesting  aids 
for  Kona  coffee,  $12,500. 

These  increases  are  more  than  offset  by 
the  transfer  of  $4,950,000  contained  in  the 
House  bill  for  marketing  research  to  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  appropria¬ 
tions. 

The  amount  recommended  also  includes 
the  following  funds  for  items  approved  by  the 
House  and  stricken  by  the  Senate:  peanut 
quality  research  at  New  Orleans,  $200,000; 
research  at  existing  facilities  as  follows: 
Flue-cured  tobacco  in  North  Carolina,  $200,- 
000;  burley  and  dark  tobacco,  $200,000;  wheat 
and  wheat  products,  $200,000;  cotton  $200,- 
000;  and  corn  and  other  grains,  $200,000. 

Amendment  No.  6. — Research:  Eliminates 
House  language  providing  funds  for  a  Peanut 
Research  Laboratory  in  Georgia.  This  item 
has  been  removed  from  this  bill  without 
prejudice.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  agree  to  include  an  appropriation  for 
this  purpose  in  the  amount  of  $600,000  in  the 
first  supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  the 
coming  year  or  the  next  regular  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
whichever  provides  the  first  opportunity  for 
action  by  Congress. 

Amendment  No.  7. — Research:  Reported  in 
disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  provide  $15 
million  for  research,  surveys,  planning  and 
construction  of  facilities  as  follows: 


Expanded  utilization  research _ $5,  000,  000 

Additional  construction,  includ¬ 
ing  conversion  of  pilot  plant, 

at  Peoria  Laboratory _  4,  500,  000 

Construction,  alteration  and 
equipment  for  the  New  Or¬ 
leans,  Albany,  and  Wyndmoor 
Laboratories,  $1,500,000  each _  4,  500,  000 


Enlarging  and  modernizing  exist¬ 
ing  research  facilities,  $250,000 
each  for  Weslaco  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Laboratory,  Olustee 
Naval  Stores  Laboratory,  and 
Stoneville  Ginning  Labora¬ 
tory _  750, 000 

Survey,  determination  of  need, 
and  planning  of  additional  re¬ 
search  facilities  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  for  utilization  research 
in  the  Southeast,  and  weed 
control  research,  not  to  exceed.  250,000 


Total _ - _  15,000,000 

Amendment  No.  8. — Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control:  Appropriates  $64,449,- 
000  instead  of  $59,505,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $67,071,500  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  increase  includes  $395,000  for 
additional  pay  costs;  $2,750,000  for  screw- 
worm  eradication;  $200,000  for  plant  quaran¬ 
tine  inspection;  $600,000  for  eradicating  hog 
cholera;  $74,000  for  pesticide  regulation;  and 
$500,000  for  eradication  of  fire-ant. 
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In  addition,  $125,000  is  provided  to  evalu¬ 
ate  the  efficiency  of  plant  pest  control  pro¬ 
grams  and  to  test  the  effect  of  residues  on 
nontarget  organisms  such  as  people  and  wild¬ 
life.  This  will  enable  the  Department  to 
undertake  activities  recommended  by  the 
President’s  Science  Advisory  Committee  in 
its  report  “The  Use  of  Pesticides.”  In  this 
connection,  the  Department  is  directed  to 
work  in  close  cooperation  with  officials  of 
other  agencies  in  the  conduct  of  joint  pro¬ 
grams  and  to  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary 
to  carry  out  its  assigned  role  in  this  very  im¬ 
portant  area.  The  Conferees  recommend 
further  that  a  high-level  commission  or  board 
be  established  to  evaluate  and  make  final 
determinations  as  to  the  use  of  pesticides  for 
pest  control  purposes.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  should  be  adequately  represented 
on  such  a  board. 

Also,  $300,000  is  provided  for  eradication  of 
sheep  scabies.  This  amount,  to  be  matched 
from  local  sources,  is  to  be  used  for  the 
purposes  for  which  appropriated.  Also,  the 
Department  is  to  explore  the  feasibility  of 
dipping  sheep  moved  in  interstate  commerce 
as  a  control  measure  and  to  prevent  reinfes¬ 
tation. 

The  general  reduction  of  $750,000  is  to  be 
applied  to  the  several  programs  financed  un¬ 
der  this  appropriation  item,  including  the 
increases  discussed  above. 

Amendment  No.  9. — Plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
ease  and  pest  control:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  The  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  will  offer  a  motion  to  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment  requiring  50  percent 
matching  of  funds  used  for  screwworm 
eradication.  The  Conferees  have  agreed  to 
the  Senate  language  with  the  understanding 
that  State  and  local  sources  will  be  given 
full  credit  for  all  funds  heretofore  and  here¬ 
after  contributed  to  the  program. 

Amendment  No.  10. — Meat  inspection: 
Appropriates  $27,931,000  instead  of  $27,638,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $28,126,- 
250  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  11. — Salaries  and  expenses 
(Special  Foreign  Currency  Program) :  Re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement.  The  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment,  the 
amount  of  the  appropriation  to  be  $1,250,- 
000  instead  of  $2,500,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station 
Service 

Amendment  Nos.  12  and  13. — Payments 
and  expenses:  Appropriates  $41,633,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $40,383,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $42,883,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Conferees  to 
provide  for  the  Federal  share  of  salary  in¬ 
creases  for  the  balance  of  the  fiscal  year. 
In  addition  to  the  regular  work  of  the  land- 
grant  colleges,  the  Conferees  recognize  that 
research  for  other  Federal  agencies  is  also  an 
important  contribution  of  these  institu¬ 
tions.  They  concur  in  the  statements  of  the 
two  Houses  which  request  reports  on  re¬ 
search  contracts  and  grants  entered  into  be¬ 
ginning  with  fiscal  year  1964. 

Extension  Service 

Amendment  Nos.  14  and  15. — Payments  to 
States  and  Puerto  Rico:  Appropriate  $67,- 
295,000  instead  of  $64,590,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $70,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16. — Retirement  costs  for 
extension  agents:  Appropriates  $7,272,500  in¬ 
stead  of  $7,110,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $7,435,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

Amendment  No.  17. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $1,201,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,195,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 


Soil  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  No.  18. — Conservation  opera¬ 
tions:  Appropriates  $98,339,000  Instead  of 
$97,480,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$99,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  includes  $839,000  for  additional  pay 
increases.  The  conferees  direct  that  soil 
survey  reports  be  published  within  the 
amount  of  funds  provided,  exclusive  of  the 
$20,000  additional  which  shall  be  available 
to  strengthen  existing  facilities. 

Amendment  No.  19. — Watershed  protec¬ 
tion:  Appropriates  $63,607,000  instead  of 
$63,222,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$63,992,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
amount  agreed  to  includes  $5,446,000  for 
planning  of  new  watersheds.  The  conferees 
have  agreed  that  States  should  be  encouraged 
to  contribute  as  much  as  possible  for  this 
activity,  regardless  of  Federal  appropriations. 

The  conferees  concur  in  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  calling  on  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
to  give  fuller  review  and  coordination  to  river 
basin  surveys.  They  are  also  concerned  about 
the  declining  local  share  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  watershed  projects  and  urge  De¬ 
partment  officials  to  require  more  adequate 
local  contributions,  more  in  line  with  the 
intent  of  the  original  act. 

Amendment  No.  20. — Great  Plains  Conser¬ 
vation  Program:  Appropriates  $13,622,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $12,994,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $14,640,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Of  the  increase,  $28,000  is  included  for  addi¬ 
tional  pay  costs  and  $600,000  is  included  for 
cost  sharing  assistance. 

Amendment  No.  21. — Resource  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development:  Appropriates  $1,500,- 
000  instead  of  $1,200,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $2,200,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that 
the  appropriate  committees  of  Congress 
should  be  kept  advised  of  each  proposed  ac¬ 
tivity  under  this  program  in  advance  of 
commitment. 

Economic  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  22. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $9,912,000  instead  of 
$9,832,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$9,965,700  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

Amendment  No.  23. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $11,290,500  instead  of 
$11,079,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$11,486,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  includes  $49,000  for  additional  pay 
costs,  $100,000  to  extend  the  long-range  pro¬ 
gram,  and  $62,500  for  additional  cattle-on- 
feed  reports  for  the  balance  of  the  fiscal  year. 
Additional  requirements  for  cattle-on-feed 
reports  will  be  considered  in  connection  with 
the  1965  budget.  Adequate  funds  have  been 
provided  to  enable  the  Department  to  con¬ 
tinue  all  reports  now  being  furnished. 

Amendment  No.  24. — Marketing  research 
and  service:  Reported  in  disagreement.  The 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  will  offer 
a  motion  to  appropriate  $42,498,975  instead 
of  $37,061,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$44,514,100  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  above  the  House  bill  includes  $4,- 
985,675  for  marketing  research;  $50,000  for 
quality  research  on  field  packed  lettuce  and 
citrus;  $333,000  for  additional  marketing 
service  pay  costs;  $50,000  for  poultry  inspec¬ 
tion;  $11,800  for  reimbursement  to  employee’s 
compensation  fund;  and  $7,500  for  a  cooper¬ 
ative  market  news  service  in  Louisiana. 

The  Department  is  requested  to  make  a 
full  study  of  the  possible  use  of  State  in¬ 
spection  organizations  to  hold  down  the  cost 
as  well  as  to  prevent  duplication  of  poultry 
inspection. 

Amendment  No.  25. — Payments  to  States 
and  possessions:  Appropriates  $1,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,425,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

School  lunch  program:  For  the  first  time, 


funds  for  cash  payments  and  section  6  com¬ 
modity  purchases  are  based  on  a  rate  of  5 
cents  per  meal  on  the  average  for  the  num¬ 
ber  of  meals  expected  to  be  served  during 
the  school  year.  In  addition,  $2,070,000  has 
been  included  for  administrative  purposes. 

Amendment  No.  26. — Section  32:  Author¬ 
izes  the  use  of  $45  million  for  the  food  stamp 
program  instead  of  $40  million  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $51,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  27. — Section  32:  Reported 
in  disagreement.  The  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to  provide 
$16  million  instead  of  $25  million  as  provided 
in  the  House  bill.  Of  this  amount,  $11  mil¬ 
lion  shall  remain  available  for  construction 
and  equipping  of  research  facilities  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  needed,  including  $9,500,000  for 
a  utilization  research  laboratory  in  the 
Southeast  and  $1,500,000  for  a  weed  control 
research  laboratory.  It  is  agreed  that  any 
new  utilization  laboratory  shall  not  be  used 
for  quality  research  on  peanuts. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
Amendment  No.  28. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $18,699,500  instead  of 
$18,505,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$19,039,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  includes  $41,000  for  additional  pay 
costs;  $58,000  for  international  agricultural 
affairs;  $14,000  for  export  programs;  and  $81,- 
500  for  commodity  programs.  The  conferees 
request  the  Department  to  more  closely  su¬ 
pervise  the  use  of  market  development  funds 
for  travel  and  other  purposes. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
Amendment  No.  29. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $1,095,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,093,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Agricultural  Stabilisation  and  Conservation 
Service 

Amendment  No.  30. — Expenses:  Appropri¬ 
ates  $106,549,500  instead  of  $105,737,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $107,091,400  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  31. — Expenses:  Approves 
language  proposed  by  the  Senate  to  restrict 
the  use  of  funds  for  employees  and  com¬ 
mitteemen  for  certain  purposes. 

Amendment  No.  32. — Agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program :  Restores  House  language  re¬ 
stricting  use  of  funds  for  drainage  of  wet¬ 
lands.  In  view  of  the  action  of  the  con¬ 
ferees,  they  instruct  the  Departments  of 
Agriculture  and  Interior  to  expedite  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  action  on  types  1  and  2 
where  necessary  to  permit  desirable  drainage 
to  proceed  without  unnecessary  delay. 

Amendment  No.  33. — Land -Use  Adjust¬ 
ment  Program:  Appropriates  $11,350,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $10  million  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $12,150,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
The  conferees  are  agreed  that,  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  legislation  expanding  the  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  for  1964,  expenditures  in  fiscal  year 
1964  will  be  held  to  the  1963  level  of  opera¬ 
tion  and  financed  through  direct  appropria¬ 
tion. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 
Amendment  No.  34. — Salaries  and  expen¬ 
ses:  Appropriates  $3,973,500  instead  of 
$3,953,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,- 
987,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

National  Agricultural  Library 
Amendment  No.  35. — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $1,426,140  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $1,420,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House. 

General  administration 
Amendment  No.  36. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriate  $3,750,000  Instead  of 
$3,735,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$3,760,550  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
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The  conferees  are  in  agreement  that,  be¬ 
ginning  with  fiscal  1965,  separate  budget  re¬ 
quests  for  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  and 
for  the  Office  of  Management  Services  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  appropriations  commit¬ 
tees  and  justified  separately,  and  cor¬ 
responding  reductions  shall  be  made  in  agen¬ 
cies  from  which  transfers  are  made.  For  fis¬ 
cal  1964,  the  expenditures  of  the  Office  of 
Inspector  General  shall  not  exceed  $9,883,- 
000  and  for  the  Office  of  Management  Serv¬ 
ices  shall  not  exceed  $2,314,000.  In  addition 
thereto,  increased  costs  in  fiscal  1964  result¬ 
ing  from  the  pay  act  shall  be  held  to  the 
same  level  as  pay  act  increases  for  the  agen¬ 
cies  from  which  these  offices  have  transferred 
funds  in  fiscal  1964. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

Amendment  No.  37. — Salaries  and  expen¬ 
ses:  Appropriates  $11,247,000  instead  of  $11,- 
162,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $11,- 
287,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Regula¬ 
tions,  including  changes,  to  carry  out  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  reports  of  the  House  and  Senate 
Committees  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal 
Register  within  90  days  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
disagree  with  the  statements  in  the  Senate 
report  on  pages  28  and  29  which  require  the 
Administrator  (1)  to  certify  to  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  and  the  Congress  and  (2)  to 
give  notice  of  applications  to  the  committees 
60  days  in  advance  of  approval.  They  agree 
that  any  REA  Cooperative  which  is  an  appli¬ 
cant  for  a  generation  or  transmission  loan 
shall  be  made  a  party  to  any  subsequent  ne¬ 
gotiations  between  the  Administrator  and 
the  power  supplier  on  contract  arrange¬ 
ments. 

Amendment  No.  38. — Rural  housing  loans: 
Reported  in  disagreement.  The  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  will  offer  a  motion  to 
appropriate  $25  million  for  rural  housing 
loans  instead  of  providing  it  as  additional 
borrowing  authority  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendment  No.  39. — Rural  renewal:  Ap¬ 
propriates  $1,200,000  instead  of  $1  million 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $1,350,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  40. — Rural  housing  for  the 


elderly  revolving  fund:  Appropriates  $3,500,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $2 
million  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  41. — Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses:  Appropriates  $38,925,900  instead  of 
$38,367,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$39,367,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The 
increase  provides  $339,500  for  additional  pay 
costs;  $205,000  for  administration  of  loan 
programs;  and  $14,400  to  reimburse  em¬ 
ployees  compensation  fund. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Amendment  No.  42. — Administrative  and 
operating  expenses:  Appropriates  $7,080,000 
instead  of  $6,950,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $7,210,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  43. — Federal  Crop  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation  fund:  Provides  for  the  use 
of  $3,505,000  of  premium  income  for  admin¬ 
istrative  and  operating  expenses  instead  of 
$3,530,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,- 
480,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Amendment  No.  44. — Reimbursement  for 
net  realized  losses:  Appropriates  $2,699,- 
400,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$2,500  million  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Foreign  assistance  programs 
Amendment  Nos.  45  and  46. — Public  Law 
480:  Appropriate  $1,452  million  for  title  I 
sales  and  $52,515,000  for  title  IV  contracts  as 
proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $1,252  mil¬ 
lion  for  title  I  and  $79  million  for  title  IV  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  47. — International  Wheat 
Agreement:  Appropriates  $86,218,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  instead  of  $92,356,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Walt  Horan, 

Robert  H.  Michel 
(except  as  to  amend¬ 
ment  No.  37) , 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conference  report  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  an  act  making  ap- 
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propriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  that  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read 
in  lieu  of  the  report? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  above.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
represents  the  agreement  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  on  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Appropriation  bill  for  the  present 
fiscal  year,  1964. 

There  are  quite  a  number  of  items  in 
this  report,  but  we  have  reached  an 
agreement  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  state¬ 
ment  on  all  items,  including  those  that 
were  in  controversy  last  year.  The  so- 
called  peanut  laboratory  item  is  carried 
over  without  prejudice  and  that  matter 
will  come  up  early  in  the  next  session. 

At  that  time  we  can  consider  that 
matter.  The  conference  report  is  about 
$144,384,785  below  the  budget  estimates. 
As  we  all  know,  this  is  the  bill  that  car¬ 
ries  funds  for  meat  inspection,  research, 
school  lunches,  price  supports,  and  all  of 
the  other  programs  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

A  summary  of  amounts  included  in 
the  budget  estimates,  the  House  bill,  the 
Senate  bill,  and  the  conference  report  is 
as  follows: 


Agriculture  Department  appropriation  bill,  1964 


Title 

Budget 

estimate 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference 

report 

Conference  report  compared  with— 

Budget 

House 

Senate 

Title  I — General  activities _ _ _ 

Title  II — Credit  agencies _ _ _ 

Title  III — Corporations _ _ 

Title  IV — Foreign  assistance  programs _ 

Total _ _ _ _  _ _ _ 

$1, 582, 417, 000 
58, 061, 000 
2, 806, 610, 000 
1, 921, 667, 000 

$1,530,934, 000 
52, 529, 000 
2,  506,  950. 000 
1,889,044,000 

$1,  564, 207, 340 
55, 504, 000 
2.  706.  610. 000 
1, 721, 667, 000 

$1, 548, 973, 315 
79,  872, 900 
2,706,480.000 
1,889, 044,000 

— $33, 443, 685 
+21, 811, 900 
-100, 130, 000 
-32,623,000 

+$18, 039, 315 
+27,343,900 
+199,  530, 000 

— $15,  234, 025 
+24, 368,  900 
-130, 000 
+167, 377, 000 

6,  368,  755,  000 

5, 979,  457, 000 

6, 047. 988, 340 

6, 224,  370,  215 

-144,384,785 

+244,  913, 215 

+176, 381, 875 

Mr.  Speaker,  unless  there  are  some 
questions,  I  move  the  previous  question 
on  the  conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  ASHLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  first  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  7:  Page  3,  line  17, 
after  “$91,115,000”  strike  out  the  remainder 
of  line  17  and  all  of  lines  18  through  25 
and  insert:  “Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not 
to  exceed  $35,000,000  may  be  transferred 
from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
this  appropriation,  in  accordance  with  the 


Act  of  June  29,  1948  (15  U.S.C.  714b),  for 
utilization  research  and  development,  cost 
of  production  research,  and  other  related  re¬ 
search  designed  to  reduce  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties  held  or  to  be  held  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  and  such  amounts  as 
are  required  for  the  construction,  alteration, 
and  equipping  of  research  facilities  for  utili¬ 
zation  research  and  development  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended:  Provided 
further,’’. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  7  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  and  stricken  by  said 
amendment  insert:  Provided,  That,  in 

addition,  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  may  be 
transferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 


poration  to  this  appropriation,  in  accordance 
with  the  Act  of  June  29,  1948  (5  U.S.C.  714), 
for  utilization  research^  and  development, 
cost  of  production  research,  and  other  re¬ 
lated  research  designed  to  reduce  surplus 
commodities  held  or  to  be  held  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  including  $10,- 
000,000  for  the  planning,  construction,  al¬ 
teration,  and  equipping  of  research  facilities, 
which  amount  shall  remain  available  until 
expended.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  9 :  Page  5,  line  9, 
insert:  “:  Provided  further,  That  no  funds 
shall  be  available  for  carrying  out  the  screw- 
worm  eradication  program  that  does  not 
require  minimum  matching  by  State  or  local 
sources  of  at  least  50  per  centum  of  the 
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expenses  of  production,  Irradiation,  and  re¬ 
lease  of  the  screwworm  flies:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther". 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  Its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  9  and  concur  therein. 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

The  speaker.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  DENT.  It  is  rather  late,  so  ex¬ 
cuse  me  if  I  have  the  wrong  directions. 
It  seems  to  me  we  have  been  getting 
wrong  directions  lately,  and  I  would 
like  to  straighten  them  out.  Do  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  this  is  a  second  motion  to 
recede  from  a  position  that  the  House 
has  previously  taken  on  a  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  that  passed  this  House? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  It  is.  It  is  a  tech¬ 
nical  matter,  may  I  say. 

Mr.  DENT.  Well,  it  was  a  very  serious 
technical  matter  awhile  ago,  and  I  heard 
some  very  patriotic  speeches  about  the 
will  of  the  House  and  how  we  ought  to 
stand  behind  the  position  of  the  House, 
but  it  seems  that  the  convenience  of  do¬ 
ing  what  certain  groups  want  done  can 
change  our  position  as  quick  as  we  can 
flick  a  twist  of  the  wrist. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  11:  Page  6,  line  16, 
insert: 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CUR¬ 
RENCY  PROGRAM) 

‘‘For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which 
accrue  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704),  for  market 
development  research  authorized  by  section 
104(a)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto 
authorized  by  section  104 (k)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704(a) 
(k)),  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$2,500,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available,  in  addition  to  other 
appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  the 
purchase  of  the  foregoing  currencies:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  here¬ 
in  shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign 
currencies  as  the  Department  determines 
are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph, 
and  such  foreign  currencies  shall,  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  104(a),  be  set 
aside  for  sale  to  the  Department  before  for¬ 
eign  currencies  which  accrue  under  said  title 
I  are  made  available  for  other  United  States 
uses:  Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  for 
expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Or¬ 
ganic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as 

amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) .” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  re¬ 
cede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11  and  con¬ 
cur  therein  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  $2,500,000  named  in 
said  amendment  insert:  "$1,250,000”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  24:  Page  16, 
line  14,  strike  out  lines  14  through  26 
and  lines  1  through  3  on  page  17  and 
insert: 

“MARKETING  SERVICES 

“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on-services 
related  to  agricultural  marketing  and  distri¬ 
bution  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) 
and  other  laws,  including  the  administration 
of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected  there¬ 
with  and  for  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  payments  to  States;  and  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not 
to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $75  per  diem 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201(a) 
to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C. 
1291)  and  section  203(j)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946;  $37,061,000. 

“MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  re¬ 
search  and  service  to  improve  and  develop 
marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agri¬ 
culture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) 
and  other  laws,  including  the  administration 
of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith;  research  and  development,  in¬ 
cluding  related  cost  and  efficiency  evalua¬ 
tions,  and  services  relating  to  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out 
regulatory  acts  connected  therewith,  and  for 
administration  and  coordination  of  payments 
to  States;  and  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  at  rates 
not  to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  in  carrying  out 
section  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of 
title  H  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203(j)  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  $44,- 
514,100,  of  which  $1,600,000  is  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  for  the  construction  of 
a  peanut  quality  research  facility  and  the 
acquisition  of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by 
donation:  Provided,  That  research  investiga¬ 
tions  undertaken  at  the  national  peanut 
quality  evaluation  laboratory  must  be  truly 
national  in  scope  and  must  give  equivalent 
treatment  to  the  different  types  of  peanuts 
produced  and  marketed  in  the  major  peanut 
producing  areas:  Provided  further,  That  ap¬ 
propriations  hereunder  shall  be  available 
pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and 
improvements,  but  unless  otherwise  provided, 
the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  building  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $20,000, 
except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at 
a  cost  not  to  exceed  $50,000,  and  the  cost  of 
altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
greater.” 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  24  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  and  stricken  by  said 
amendment  insert: 

“marketing  research  and  service 

“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on 
research  and  service  to  improve  and  de¬ 
velop  marketing  and  distribution  relating 
to  agriculture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith;  research  and  develop¬ 
ment,  including  related  cost  and  efficiency 
evaluations,  and  services  relating  to  agri¬ 
cultural  marketing  and  distribution,  for 
carrying  out  regulatory  acts  connected  there¬ 
with,  and  for  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  payment  to  States;  and  this  appropri¬ 
ation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
at  rates  not  to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under 
section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a)  in  carrying  out  section  201(a) 
to  201  (d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C. 
1291)  and  section  203 (j)  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946,  $42,498,975:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall 
be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for 
the  construction,  alteration,  and  repair  of 
buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless 
otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any 
one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not 
exceed  $20,000,  except  for  one  building  to 
be  constructed  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $45,000, 
and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500 
or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building, 
whichever  is  greater. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  27:  Page  20,  strike 
out:  ",  and  (5)  not  more  than  $25,000,000 
for  transfer  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  be  used  to  increase  domestic 
consumption  of  any  farm  commodity  or 
farm  commodities  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  supply 
and  hereafter  such  sums  as  may  be  approved 
by  the  Congress  shall  be  available  for  such 
purpose.”. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows  : 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  and  stricken  by  said 
amendment  insert:  “,  and  (5)  not  more  than 
$16,000,000  for  transfer  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  to  increase 
domestic  consumption  of  any  farm  com¬ 
modity  or  farm  commodities  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus 
supply,  and  hereafter  such  sums  (not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $25,000,000  in  any  one  year)  as  may 
be  approved  by  the  Congress  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purpose,  such  authorization  not 
to  restrict  authority  in  existing  law,  of  which 
amount  $11,000,000  shall  remain  available 
until  expended  for  construction  and  equip¬ 
ping  of  research  facilities  determined  to  be 
needed  as  a  result  of  a  special  survey.”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  38,  page  31,  line 
14,  insert: 

"rural  housing  loans 

“For  rural  housing  loans,  $25,000,000,  to 
be  made  available  In  addition  to  and  In  the 
same  manner  and  under  the  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  applicable  to  funds  provided  under 
section  511  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.”. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  38  and  concur  therein 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  inserted  by  said  amendment 
insert: 

“RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

"For  additional  rural  housing  loans  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  $25,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.”. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  on  the  conference  report  in 
the  Record  and  to  include  tables. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  should 
be  pointed  out  that  this  conference  re¬ 
port  is  $244,912,215  over  and  above  the 
bill  passed  by  the  House,  which  brings 
the  total  to  $6,224,370,214,  or  $144,384,- 
785  less  than  the  budget  figure. 

Frankly,  I  wish  that  we  could  have 
made  a  more  respectable  showing  in  our 
reduction,  but  in  all  fairness  it  should 
be  pointed  out  that  $1,889,044,000  is  for 
title  4,  foreign  assistance  programs. 
This  is  one  big  reason  why  I  continue  to 
vote  against  even  the  pared  down  fig¬ 
ure  of  the  foreign  operations  subcommit¬ 
tee  bill. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Passman]  has  pointed  out  earlier  during 
consideration  of  the  foreign  aid  bill,  there 
are  a  number  of  additional  expenditures 
over  and  above  his  regular  foreign  aid 
bill,  and  this  is  one  of  the  big  ones. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  also  that  $2,- 
706,480,000  of  this  agriculture  appro¬ 
priation  is  for  reimbursement  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  sustained 
losses  in  the  past  year — an  astronomi¬ 
cal  figure. 

And  finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  just 
like  it  to  be  known  for  the  record  that 
I  signed  the  conference  report  with  one 
exception  and  that  is  amendment  No.  37, 
having  to  do  with  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Administration.  Personally,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  language  in  the  Senate  report 
is  stronger  than  that  of  the  House  and 
that  it  has  several  very  meritorious  fea¬ 
tures.  I  will  say,  however,  that  our 
House  report  this  year  was  the  strongest 
it  has  ever  been  and  it  would  be  my  fer¬ 
vent  hope  that  those  responsible  for  ad¬ 
ministering  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 


gram  would  take  heed  to  what  the  Con¬ 
gress  says,  for  we  have  proved  conclu¬ 
sively  in  both  bodies  that  our  warnings 
in  the  past  have  not  been  ill  founded. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  subcommittee  has 
worked  long  and  hard  to  arrive  at  an 
acceptable  compromise  and  while  we 
cannot  have  everything  our  way,  it  is  my 
feeling  that  the  House  position  has  been 
upheld  in  fine  fashion  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Natcher]  and 
my  own  ranking  Republican  member, 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Horan]  and  in  view  of  the  lateness  of 
the  hour,  urge  the  adoption  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
have  5  legislative  days  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  on  this 
report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

RESIGNATION  OF  MEMBER  Q’F  THE 
HOUSE 

?he  SPEAKER  laid  befoiVthe  House 
thl^following  communication,  which  was 
reac 

CONO^gSS  OP  THE  UnITED/StATES, 

House  op  Representatives, 
Walfyington,  D.Cjfoecember  18, 1963. 
Hon.  JohnV  McCoRmcK, 

House  of  Itep^esentgfives, 

Washington, 

Dear  Mr.  Spea^r  :  Please  consider  this  my 
formal  resignatvorkfrom  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  Jme  OLS.  Congress  in  which  I 
have  served  s(s  the  Member  from  California’s 
Fifth  DistryA  This  resignation  is  to  be  effec¬ 
tive  at  11/759  p.m.,  Jantfery  7,  1964.  As  you 
know,  tWe  reason  for  thi^esignation  is  that 
I  hav^aeen  honored  by  th^ueople  of  my  na¬ 
tive  yfity  who  have  chosen^ie  to  be  their 
majmr. 

faking  leave  of  the  U.S.  degress  after 
laving  had  the  privilege  to  ser^a  with  you 
'and  all  my  other  colleagues,  leaveSkme  with 
mixed  emotions.  Allow  me  througlk  you  to 
thank  all  those  with  whom  I  have  served  for 
their  many  kindnesses,  for  their  cooperation, 
and  above  all  for  the  privilege  of  knowing 
and  working  with  them. 

I  look  forward  to  seeking  your  advice  anc 
counsel  in  the  pursuit  of  my  new  duties  to 
the  end  that  I  may  better  serve  the  people 
of  San  Francisco. 

With  every  best  wish,  I  am, 

Sincerely, 

John  F.  Shelley, 
Member  of  Congress. 

[Mr.  OLIVER  P.  BOLTON  addressed 
the  House.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


HERBERT  H.  LEHMAN 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  POOL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  October  8, 
on  rollcall  No.  166  I  am  recorded  as  ab¬ 
sent.  I  was  present  and  answered  to  my 
name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
permanent  Record  and  the  Journal  be 
corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


(Mr.  STRATTON  asked  and  jifas  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of 
the  really  great  citizens  of  our  time 
passed  away  in  New  York  City  the  other 
day,  Herbert  H.  Lehman,  former  Gover¬ 
nor  of  New  York  an#  former  U.S.  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New 

At  the  time  of  his  death  Governor  Leh¬ 
man  was  85.  He  had  lived,  to  be  sure,  a 
full  and  distinguished  life.  He  had 
earned  a  quiet  and  peaceful  retirement. 
Yet  until  tine  day  of  his  death,  Governor 
Lehman  never  lost  his  interest  in  for¬ 
ward-looking  and  progressive  govern¬ 
ment,  Imd  he  remained  an  active  leader 
and  ^counselor  in  the  political  and  civic 
life' of  our  State,  and  a  source  of  inspi- 
tion  to  millions  of  Americans  every¬ 
where. 

Characteristically,  Governor  Lehman 
was  engaged  in  preparing  to  travel  to 
Washington  to  receive  from  President 
Johnson  the  Nation’s  highest  civilian 
award,  the  Medal  of  Freedom,  when  the 
end  came. 

No  one  more  richly  deserved  this  rec¬ 
ognition  for  distinguished  service  to  his 
country  and  to  humanity. 

In  many  ways,  Mr.  Speaker,  Governor 
Lehman  was  the  antithesis  of  the  popu¬ 
lar  impression  of  a  successful  politician. 
He  was  not  a  glad  hander.  He  was  not 
a  spellbinder  on  the  podium.  And  yet 
Herbert  H.  Lehman  was  one  of  the  most 
successful  votegetters  in  the  history  of 
New  York  State  politics.  What  was  his 
secret?  Simply  a  profound  sincerity 
and  personal  integrity  that  came  across 
loud  and  clear  to  every  man  and  woman 
in  the  State — here  was  a  man  who  really 
cared,  here  was  a  man  who  said  what 
he  believed  and  believed  what  he  said, 
here  was  a  man  you  could  truly  have  full 
and  complete  confidence  in.  Monumen¬ 
tally  unconcerned  with  what  we  refer  to 
these  days  as  a  political  “image,”  Herbert 
H.  Lehman  was  nonetheless  the  very 
embodiment  of  that  rare  combination  of 
courage,  strength,  independence,  and 
humanity  which  comprise  the  real  leader 
of  men  par  excellence. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Herbert  H.  Lehman  died 
yonly  a  few  days  after  the  tragic  death 
John  F.  Kennedy.  It  is  most  fitting 
tflfet  today  we  should  be  mourning  them 
together,  because  together  they  fought 
for  u*e  same  kind  of  tolerant,  rational, 
and  progressive  America.  And  with 
both  of\hem  our  greatest  tribute  would 
be  to  striW  harder  than  ever  before  to 
carry  through  to  completion  the  work 
for  which  tn^y  dedicated  their  lives. 

BIRTHDAY  ANfHVERSARY  OF  THE 
SPEAKER 


asked  and  was 
ress  the  House 


(Mr.  WICKERSH 
given  permission  to  a! 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  ftfor.  Speaker,  I 
know  all  the  Members  are  tir\d,  but  I  take 
pleasure  in  calling  attention  olthe  Mem¬ 
bers  to  the  fact  that  this  is  the  Speaker's 
birthday. 

[Applause,  the  Members  risin 
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[Mr.  AYRES  addressed  the  House. 
His  rehaarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Append}^.] 

\  _____ ____ 

TO  PRINT  FOR  THE  USE  OF  THE 
COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 
CERTAIN  INFORMATION  ON  WA¬ 
TER  POLLUTION  CONTROL 

Mr.  FRIEDEL.  'Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration  I  call  uV  Senate  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  67  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration/1 
The  Clerk  read  the  res&jition  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (tfids.  House  of 
Representatives  concurring),  Thatxthere  be 
printed  for  the  use  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  not  to  exceed  two  thousand 
additional  copies  of  the  hearings  on  Vater 
pollution  control,  S.  649,  and  related  BUls, 
by  the  Special  Subcommittee  on  Air  a\d 
Water  Pollution  during  the  current  sessioi 
of  Congress. 

The  resolution  was  concurred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

PRINTING  OF  COMPILATIONS  OF 
MATERIALS  RELATING  TO  AN¬ 
NUAL  NATIONAL  HIGH  SCHOOL 
AND  COLLEGE  DEBATE  TOPICS 
Mr.  FRIEDEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration  I  call  up  S.  2311  to  provide 
for  the  preparation  and  printing  of 
compilations  of  materials  relating  to 
annual  national  high  school  and  college 
debate  topics,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  its  immediate  consideration. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 
There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Li¬ 
brarian  of  Congress  is  authorized  and  direct¬ 
ed  to  prepare  compilations  of  pertinent  ex¬ 
cerpts,  bibliographical  references,  and  other 
appropriate  materials  relating  to  (1)  the  sub¬ 
ject  selected  annually  by  the  National  Uni¬ 
versity  Extension  Association  as  the  na¬ 
tional  high  school  debate  topic  and  (2)  thj 
subject  selected  annually  by  the  America 
Speech  Association  as  the  national  college 
debate  topic.  In  preparing  such  compila¬ 
tions  the  Librarian  shall  include  materials 
which  in  his  judgment  are  representiftive  of, 
and  give  equal  emphasis  to,  the /Opposing 
points  of  view  on  the  respective/opics. 

Sec.  2.  The  compilations  on  the  high 
school  debate  topics  shall  be  nrtnted  as  Sen¬ 
ate  documents  and  the  compilations  on  the 
college  debate  topics  shalr  be  printed  as 
House  documents,  the  colt  of  which  shall 
be  charged  to  the  concessional  allotment 
for  printing  and  bindipg.  Additional  copies 
of  such  documents  rafey  be  printed  in  such 
quantities  and  distnbuted  in  such  manner 
as  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  directs. 

The  bill  wa/ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
on  the  table. 


minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it 
really  true  that  this  is  your  birthday? 
If  it  is,  I  am  sure  on  behalf  of  all  of  us 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  we  want  to 
wish  you  many,  many  happy  years  of  life 
and  success.  Now,  by  that  I  do  not  mean 
exactly  that  we  want  you  to  be  Speaker 
forever.  I  say  this  because  we  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  have  a  few  ambitions  in 
that  regard  ourselves. 

But  let  me  just  say  that,  through  a  long 
day  and  a  long  night,  you  have  again  de¬ 
monstrated  your  fairness  and  your  great 
capacity  to  preside  over  this  House  of 
Representatives  with  that  dignity  and 
patience  we  all  admire. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Albert]. 


BIR'^HDAY  OF  THE  HONORABLE 
JOHN  W.  MCCORMACK 

(Mr.  HALLECK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  SPEAKER  ON  HIS 
72D  BIRTHDAY 

.Mr,  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
betai  preempted  for  about  the  fourth 
timkin  the  effort  I  had  hoped  to  initiate 
whic\was  to  wish  you  a  happy  birthday^ 
We  had.  planned  tentatively  to  postpoi 
these  goad  wishes  until  noon  today.  Hut 
in  view  orvthe  very  fine  tribute  paid^you 
by  our  distinguished  minority  leafier,  I 
think  it  woulcUie  in  order  to  continue  the 
discussion  of  this  subject  at  inis  time. 

I  want  to  sayvMr.  Speaker,  that  on 
this  day  when  you  are  72 /years  young 
you  are  the  most  aamiredyrespected  leg¬ 
islative  leader  in  our  country. 

I  think  this  is  an  appropriate  occas- 
sion  on  which  to  pay/nKgreat  man  who 
presides  over  this  ^Louse^a  brief  word 
of  tribute. 

John  McCormSck  has  demonstrated 
those  unique  dualities  of  miHd,  heart, 
and  characteinvhich  are  essential  to  the 
speakership/  First  of  all,  as  the  ininor- 
ity  leader  it as  said,  the  Speaker  hasSbeen 
eminent]/  fair  at  all  times.  I  am  sure 
every  laember  of  the  House  will  agree 
with  /he  that  he  has  presided  with  ut^ 
moslr  impartiality  and  with  devoted  con-  ’ 
sideration  for  the  rights  not  only  of  the 
Majority  party  and  the  minority  party, 
but  of  every  individual  Member  of  the 
House. 

The  Speaker  has  had  long  experience 
as  a  legislator.  He  adds  to  that  his 
boundless  energy,  his  keen  mind  and  his 
deep  understanding  of  the  responsibil¬ 
ities  of  this  House.  This  year  in  par¬ 
ticular  we  have  seen  him  draw  daily  upon 
his  great  powers  throughout  what  has 
been  one  of  the  longest  and  most  adruous 
peacetime  sessions  in  the  history  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

In  the  midst  of  issues  as  controversial 
and  as  complex  as  any  upon  which  this 
House  has  ever  had  to  pass  judgment, 
in  the  face  of  frustrations  necessarily 
attendant  to  the  resolution  of  such  is¬ 
sues,  he  has  manifested  a  degree  of  pa¬ 
tience  seldom  seem  in  human  beings. 

He  has  shown  that  unshakable  resolve 
to  do  and  to  complete  his  job,  and  the 
results  will  be  remembered  long  after 
those  impatient,  uninformed,  and  trans¬ 
ient  critics  have  passed  into  oblivion. 

Under  the  leadership  of  Speaker  Mc¬ 
Cormack  we  have  written  a  great  record 
this  year  and  as  a  result  the  88th  Con¬ 


gress  will  go  down  in  history  as  out¬ 
standing. 

John  McCormack  has  long  been 
illustrious  Member  of  the  House.  Heifas 
served  with  unusual  distinction  as  Mem¬ 
ber,  whip,  leader,  and  Speaker.  He  has 
met  all  the  tests  of  leadership,  liis  col¬ 
leagues  have  seen  him  in  action  in  time 
of  war  and  in  time  of  peaeeyin  depres¬ 
sion  and  in  prosperity.  They  have  seen 
him  face  up  to  issue  after  issue  while 
under  fire  year  in  and  year  out.  They 
have  long  known  his  /nettle.  Knowing 
him,  they  have  bestowed  upon  him  the 
highest  tribute  wijnin  their  power  to 
give. 

No  greater  hon6r,  indeed,  Mr.  Speaker, 
has  any  groun/of  men  to  bestow  upon 
a  fellowman. /There  is  no  higher  honor 
on  earth  than  the  office  which  our  Speak¬ 
er  holds. /There  is  no  more  important 
office  in  the  legislative  halls  of  the  world 
than  tfie  speakership  of  the  House. 
Ther/is  no  man  that  ever  occupied  this 
office  with  more  fairness,  with  greater 
d germination,  with  greater  understand  - 
and  greater  manifestation  of  the  his- 
iric  mission  of  his  high  position  than 
John  McCormack. 

It  is,  therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  a 
sense  of  personal  pride  that  I  join  in 
wishing  you  a  happy  birthday. 


WHAT  CONGRESS  DID  THIS  SESSION 

(Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  the  finest  method  of 
complimenting  the  Speaker  on  his  birth¬ 
day  is  to  include  the  legislative  record  of 
the  1st  session  of  the  88th  Congress.  I 
therefore  include  with  these  remarks  a 
newspaper  article  from  the  Washington 
Evening  Star  of  today  entitled,  “What 
Congress  Did  This  Session.”  It  reads  as 
follows: 

The  Legislative  Record — What  Congress 
Did  This  Session 

The  1st  session  of  the  88th  Congress  took 
tire  following  actions  in  enacting  legislation, 
disapproving  bills  or  leaving  measures  for 
further  moves  in  the  2d  session  beginning 
January  9: 

ENACTED  INTO  LAW 

Higher  Education  aid  providing  $1.2  billion 
for  construction  of  academic  facilities  at 
public  and  private  colleges  and  universities; 
$1.5  billion  for  vocational  education  pro¬ 
grams,  extensions/  National  Defense  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  and  assistance  to  impacted  areas; 
$175  million  for  expansion  and  improvement 
in  medical  and  otHfr  health  professions 
training. 

A  $3.6  billion  authorisation  for  economic 
and  military  assistance  foreign  countries. 

Ratification  of  the  nuclei^  test  ban  treaty 
by  the  Senate. 

Increased  outlays  for  ment"^  health  pro¬ 
grams. 

A  $527  million  manpower  development  and 
training  program. 

Continuation  and  expansion  of  tll^  Peace 
Corps. 

Extension  of  the  draft  law  to  July  1, 1&67. 

Requirement  for  equal  pay  for  women  Juid 
men  employed  in  essentially  the  same  wonj. 

Legislation  to  avert  threatened  railrc 
strike. 

Pay  raise  bill  for  the  armed  services. 

One-year  extension  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Commission. 


Senate 


(Senate  proceedings  continued  from  the 
Record  of  December  20, 1963 ) 

At  6  o’clock  and  8  minutes  a.m.,  on 
Saturday,  December  21,  1963,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  reassembled,  and  was  called  to  order 
by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey  in  the  chaii 


MESSAGE  FROM.  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  llouse  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Hackney,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  informed  tlusiSenate  that, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  6f  section  5, 
Public  Law  420,  83d  Congress,  the 
Speaker  had  appointed  Mr.  Carey,  of 
New  York,  to  be  a  member  of  the  hoard  of 
directors  of  Gallaudet  College,  to  raj  the 
existing  vacancy  thereon. 

The  message  also  informed  the  S&j- 
ate  that,  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
section  1,  Public  Law  86-42,  the  Speaker' 
had  appointed  Mr.  Gallagher,  of  New 
Jersey,  chairman,  Mrs.  Kelly,  of  New 
York,  Mr.  Dulski,  of  New  York,  Mr. 
Murphy,  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Giaimo,  of  Con¬ 
necticut,  Mr.  Johnson,  of  California,  Mr. 
Slack,  of  West  Virginia,  Mr.  Broomfield, 
of  Michigan,  Mr.  Tupper,  of  Maine,  Mr. 
Robison,  of  New  York,  Mr.  Battin,  of 
Montana,  and  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Dakota  as  members  of  the  U.S.  delega¬ 
tion  of  the  Canada-United  States  Inter¬ 
parliamentary  Group  on  the  part  of  the 
House,  for  the  meeting  to  be  held  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  commencing  on 
January  14,  1964. 

The  message  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  bill  (S.  2311)  to  provide  for  the  prep¬ 
aration  and  printing  of  compilations  of 
materials  relating  to  annual  national 
high  schpol  and  college  debate  topics. 

The  message  also  announced  that  thea 
House  had  agreed  to  the  concurrent  res^ 
olution  (S.  Con.  Res.  67)  to  print  ySx 
the  use  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  certain  information  on  watejr  pol¬ 
lution  control. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the/report  of 
the  committee  of  conference/on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  tw/f  Houses  on 
the  amendments  of  the  ./Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  6754)  making'  appropriations 
for  the  Department  or  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  Jme  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1964,  a/m  for  other  purposes. 


ENROLLED^  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS  SIGNED 

The  mes/age  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolu¬ 
tions,  jmd  they  were  signed  by  the  Presi- 
denLpro  tempore: 

fi. 014.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Joyce 
rk  Bouvier  and  Paula  Bouvier; 

’  S.  1096.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Su¬ 
sanna  Grun  (Susanne  Both) ; 


S.  1319.  An  act  to  amend  chapter  35  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  with  respect 
to  the  escape  or  attempted  escape  of  juvenile 
delinquents; 

S.  1838.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hannah 
Bobbins; 

H.B.  1211.  An  act  to  admit  the  vessels  Fort 
Town,  Maple  City,  and  Windmill  Point  to 
American  registry  and  to  permit  their  use 
in  the  coastwise  trade; 

H.B.  1532.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Herbert 
B. Schaff; 

H.B.  1560.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Con- 
stantinos  A.  Grigoras  (Gregoras); 

H.B.  2292.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Marvin 
M.  Greenlee; 

H.B.  2364.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  Clay 
County  Hospital,  Brazil,  Ind.; 

H.B.  4099.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jesse 
Leigh,  Jr.; 

H.B.  4157.  An  act  to  enact  part  II  of  the, 
District  of  Columbia  Code,  entitled  “Judi 
ciary  and  Judicial  Procedure”  codifying  Me 
general  and  permanent  laws  relating  tcnfthe 
judiciary  and  Judicial  procedure  of  thjrDis- 
trict  of  Columbia; 

H.B.  4505.  An  act  to  confer  jurisdiction 
i  the  Court  of  Claims  to  entertaiWhear,  and 
determine  a  motion  for  a  new  jjgial  on  the 
clailn  of  Bobert  Alexander; 

H.B.4759.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  W.  V. 
Grimesv  James  A.  Powell,  Frank  Grove,  Harry 
P.  Nash\jr.,  and  Michael  Jf  Neofitou; 

H.B.  57«j.  An  act  for  t#e  relief  of  Bobert 
H.  Bagby; 

H.B.  6181.  'An  act  Mr  the  relief  of  Mr. 
Budolph  Sanderson,  of  Meriden,  Kans.; 

H.B.  6468.  AnX^cJrfor  the  relief  of  Harold 
J.  Burke; 

H.B.  6807.  Anyfic\  for  the  relief  of  H.  W. 
Bobinson  &  Ccuflnc.r 

H.B.  7019.  Jm  act  t\  provide  further  com¬ 
pensation  rio  Mrs.  Johnson  Bradley  for  cer¬ 
tain  land  /id  improvements  in  the  village  of 
Odanah^WVis.,  taken  by  \Jre  Federal  Gov- 
ernmei 

H.Bi/8667.  An  act  authorising  additional 
appropriations  for  the  prosecution  of  com- 
pi/fiensive  plans  for  certain  river'basins; 

rS.J.  Res.  113.  Joint  resolution  to^ authorize 
the  President  to  issue  annually  a  proclama¬ 
tion  designating  the  first  week  in  March  of 
each  year  as  Save  Your  Vision  Weekc  and 

H.J.  Res.  680.  Joint  resolution  requeuing 
the  President  to  designate  1964  as  "U.S.  Cus¬ 
toms  Year. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1964— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read,  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  statement  to  make  on  certain 
items  in  the  conference  report.  All  the 
conferees  of  both  Houses  have  signed  the 
report,  and  the  House  has  just  now  ap¬ 
proved  it.  I  believe  a  few  facts  should 
suffice  at  this  early  hour  in  the  morning. 
The  total  appropriations  are  $6,224  mil¬ 
lion-plus.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
the  bill,  which  covers  twice  as  much  as 
the  foreign  aid  bill  in  appropriations, 
does  not  seem  to  have  made  a  ripple  on 
the  public  consciousness,  whereas  it  has 
a  great  impact  upon  the  Nation  and  upon 
the  world. 

The  total  amount  provided  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  is  $144,384,785  under  the 
budget  estimates,  $176,381,875  over  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate,  and  $244,- 
913,215  over  the  amount  in  the  bill  as  it 
passed  the  House.  This  strange  situation 
results  from  the  way  that  we  have  had 
to  treat  the  appropriations  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  activities  under  the  facts  as 
they  appeared  before  the  conference. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  more  detailed  statement  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

General  Statement 

The  conference  report  on  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill  provides  total  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $6,224,370,215. 

These  appropriations  finance  the  many  and 
diverse  program  and  administrative  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  total  amount  provided  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  is  $144,384,785  under  the  budget 
estimates,  and  $176,381,875  over  the  bill  as  it 
passed  the  Senate,  and  $244,913,215  over  the 
amount  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House. 

These  conference  changes  which  result  in 
-larger  amounts  than  the  bill  as  it  passed  each 
body  are  due  to  action  in  the  conference 
committee  to  provide  the  maximum  amount 
carried  in  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of 
the  bill,  for  appropriations  to  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  to  enable  it,  under 
the  $14.5  billion  borrowing  authorization,  to 
carry  out  the  several  programs  authorized  to 
be  administered. 

Under  the  law,  the  CCC  must  be  reim¬ 
bursed  by  appropriations  for  losses  incurred 
resulting  from  the  regular  price  support, 
supply,  crop  diversion  and  payment  program 
activities  of  the  farm  program. 

Also  appropriations  must  be  made  to  cover 
the  costs  of  the  foreign  assistance  programs 
and  other  related  programs  authorized  by 
these  respective  acts.  I  will  deal  with  the 
specific  amounts  involved  for  these  items 
later  in  my  statement. 

general  departmental  activities 

The  general  activities  of  the  Department 
are  financed  under  titles  I  and  II  of  the  bill. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  a  general  formula 
of  accepting  60  percent  of  the  pay  costs 
which  had  been  restored  by  the  Senate.  This 
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amounts  to  about  $4.2  million  of  the  approxi¬ 
mately  $7  million  restored  by  the  Senate  for 
mandatory  pay  costs. 

The  Senate  committee  report  carried  a 
provision  to  reserve  the  increases  over  1963 
level  during  the  current  fiscal  year — month 
by  month  from  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bill. 
Under  this  provision  the  full  amount  pro¬ 
vided  would  have  been  in  the  base  for  1965 
without  further  justification  again  next  year. 

The  House  conferees  insisted  that  specific 
amounts  be  agreed  to  rather  than  the  for¬ 
mula  recommended  in  the  Senate  committee 
report. 

I  still  believe  the  procedures  recommended 
by  the  Senate  committee  would  have  resulted 
in  a  more  orderly  method  of  granting  modest 
increases  for  well-justified  projects  and  ac¬ 
tivities;  since  under  the  conference  report  a 
number  of  these  small  items  will  have  to  be 
dealt  with  again  to  enable  the  Department 
to  carry  out  the  increased  activity  as  origi¬ 
nally  contemplated  by  the  committee  and 
approved  by  the  Senate. 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  PROGRAMS 

Senators  will  recall  that  the  House  had 
proposed  to  realine  agricultural  marketing 
research  under  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service.  By  this  means,  it  was  stated  that 
better  coordination  of  research  would  be 
achieved.  The  Department  appealed  this  ac¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  House  and  stated  that  it 
would  review  research  programs  of  the  two 
agencies,  especially  in  regard  to  quality  re¬ 
search  and  advise  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  results  of  this  study.  The 
conferees  have  agreed  to  the  following  state¬ 
ment; 

“Eliminate  House  language  providing  for 
marketing  research  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  conferees  agree  that  quality  re¬ 
search  could  be  appropriately  conducted  un¬ 
der  the  agricultural  research  as  indicated 
by  the  Department.’’ 

It  is  expected  that  the  results  of  this  study 
by  the  Department  will  be  submitted  to  the 
committee  next  year  in  connection  with  the 
justifications  for  research  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1965. 

As  stated  in  the  Senate  committee  report 
on  page  6,  better  correlation  of  research  as 
well  as  better  coordination  of  research  in¬ 
vestigations  is  necessary  to  make  certain 
that  maximum  efficiency  is  achieved  in  these 
entire  research  programs. 

For  example,  all  research  dealing  with  the 
effect  of  machines  upon  cotton  fiber  should 
be  better  coordinated.  At  present,  harvest¬ 
ing,  ginning,  spinning  and  utilization  re¬ 
search  on  cotton — all  of  which  activities 
directly  affect  the  quality  of  cotton  for  end- 
use  purposes  are  widely  scattered.  Since  the 
quality  of  a  commodity  when  it  reaches  the 
marketplace  is  a  dominant  factor  in  its  mar¬ 
ket  acceptance,  the  committee  believes  it 
would  be  very  unwise  to  take  any  general 
action  affecting  quality  research  which 
would  have  a  tendency  to  subordinate  the 
potential  need  for  greater  emphasis  on  such 
research  activity. 

The  appropriation  bill  as  passed  by  the 
Senate  included  funds  for  three  feasibility 
studies  on  research  as  follows: 

(1)  $25,000  to  survey  and  report  upon  the 
need  for  and  scope  of  work  to  be  undertaken 
at  a  proposed  regional  research  station  to 
conduct  research  investigations  on  fruit 
crops  in  the  northeastern  Appalachian  re¬ 
gion; 

(2)  $25,000  for  a  feasibility  study  to  evalu¬ 
ate  the  need,  purpose,  and  scope  of  a  pro¬ 
posed  wool  quality  research  program;  and 

(3)  $25,000  for  a  feasibility  study  in  regard 
to  the  need,  cost,  and  related  pertinent  fac¬ 
tors  relative  to  a  national  grain  marketing 
research  facility. 

The  House  conferees  declined  to  agree  to 
funds  in  the  conference  for  the  preparation 
of  these  reports.  I  am  sure  that  the  Senate 


agrees  with  the  need  for  these  reports,  and 
I  expect  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  see 
to  it  that  these  feasibility  studies  are  made 
and  the  results  are  reported  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  as  soon  as  possible 
next  year  irrespective  of  the  fact  that  no 
specific  funds  are  carried  in  the  bill  for  the 
costs  incidental  to  the  preparation  of  them. 

PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

The  conference  bill  carries  $64.5  million 
for  the  conduct  of  regulatory  and  oontrol 
programs  administered  by  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service,  some  of  which  receive  co¬ 
operation  and  cost-sharing  from  State  and 
local  sources. 

The  conference  bill  is  $4,944,000  over  the 
amount  carried  in  the  House  bill  of  which 
$2,750,000  is  for  the  cooperative  program 
to  eradicate  the  screw-worm.  This  amount 
was  inadvertently  omited  in  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House.  Other  increases  ap¬ 
proved  were  $200,000  over  the  House  bill 
for  strengthening  plant  quarantine  at  ports 
of  entry,  making  a  total  increase  of  $361,000 
under  this  activity.  For  the  eradication  of 
hog  cholera,  the  conferees  agreed  to  an  in¬ 
crease  over  1963  of  $1,396,000.  This  is  $600,- 
000  over  the  amount  in  the  House  approved 
bill,  and  makes  a  total  of  approximately 
$3.5  million  of  Federal  appropriations  avail¬ 
able  for  this  program  activity. 

For  the  eradication  of  the  fire  ant,  the 
conferees  agreed  to  an  increase  of  $500,- 
000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House 
bill.  This  will  continue  the  Federal  fund¬ 
ing  of  this  program  at  approximately  $3.4 
million. 

For  the  cooperative  program  to  eradicate 
sheep  scabies,  the  conferees  have  agreed  to 
an  increase  of  $300,000  over  1963,  making 
available  $843,000  of  Federal  financing  on 
this  cost-sharing  eradication  program. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  FOR  COOPERATIVE  EXTEN¬ 
SION  WORK  AND  STATE  EXPERIMENT  STA¬ 
TION 

The  conferees  agreed  to  one-half  of  the 
Senate  increases  to  be  directed  toward  ad- 
adjusting  the  pay  of  cooperative  ex¬ 
tension  workers  and  employees  at  State  ex¬ 
periment  stations,  who  are  paid  in  part  from 
Federal  funds  carried  in  this  bill. 

The  specific  amount  of  increase  agreed  to 
was  $2,705,000  of  $5,410,000  for  payments  for 
cooperative  extension  workers;  and  $1,250,- 
000  of  $2,500,000  increase  proposed  by  the 
Senate  for  payments  to  State  experiment  sta¬ 
tions. 

It  is  expected  that  the  remaining  amounts 
of  additional  Federal  appropriations  nec¬ 
essary  to  bring  about  comparable  salary  ad¬ 
justments  will  be  considered  in  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  appropriation  bill  for  1965. 

TITLE  n - CREDIT  AGENCIES 

The  conferees  have  directed  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  prepare  and  issue  the  neces¬ 
sary  regulations  in  the  Federal  Register  to 
carry  out  the  procedural  requirements  set 
forth  in  the  respective  committee  reports  in 
regard  to  the  consideration  and  major  ap¬ 
proval  of  generation  and  transmission  loans. 

These  procedural  requirements  and  the 
regulations  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal 
Register  within  90  days  of  enactment  of  this 
Appropriation  Act. 

RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

The  Senate  had  provided  an  increase  of 
$25  million  in  the  borrowing  authorization 
for  rural  housing  loans,  authorized  under 
title  V  of  the  House  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

The  conference  committee  agreed  to  a  di¬ 
rect  appropriation  instead  of  additional  bor¬ 
rowing  authorization. 

This  is  the  principal  change  in  conference 
in  regard  to  programs  administered  by  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration. 

Some  modest  increases  were  provided  for 
other  new  programs.  The  amounts  provided 
appear  in  detail  in  the  table  on  appropria- 
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tions  which  will  be  inserted  in  the  Record 
at  the  conclusion  of  Senate  consideration  of 
the  conference  report. 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  COMMODITY  CREDIT 
CORPORATION 

Under  title  III  of  the  bill  $2,699,400,000  is 
appropriated  to  reimburse  the  CCC  for  net 
realized  losses  in  fiscal  1963.  This  amount 
is  required  to  repair  the  capital  structure  of 
the  corporation  for  losses  already  incurred  in 
connection  with  regular  farm  program  costs. 
This  is  the  amount  carried  in  the  Senate  bill, 
and  is  $100  million  below  the  estimate  and 
$199,400,000  over  the  amount  in  the  House 
bill. 

TITLE  IV - FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

The  bill  as  agreed  to  in  conference  carries 
a  total  of  $1,889,044,000  in  advance  appro¬ 
priations  to  conduct  the  various  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  programs,  authorized  by  acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  principally  Public  Law  480. 

Within  these  totals  the  specific  appropria¬ 
tions  are:  $1,452  million  for  sales  for  foreign 
currencies  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480; 
$215  million  for  emergency  famine  relief;  and 
$52,515,000  for  title  IV,  long-term  contracts. 
This  makes  a  total  of  $1,719,966,000  for  ad¬ 
vance  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  vari¬ 
ous  activities  under  that  act. 

There  is  also  included  $82,218,000  for  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment,  and  $82,860,000  for  expenses  under  the 
barter  program  for  materials  in  the  supple¬ 
mental  stockpile. 

In  total  the  amounts  recommended  are 
$167,377,000  over  the  Senate  bill  and  $195,- 
978,000  under  the  1963  appropriations. 

In  summary  the  conference  committee  has 
agreed  to  the  larger  amounts  carried  in  both 
versions  of  the  bill  in  order  to  provide  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  with  the 
maximum  amount  of  capital  restoration  and 
advance  appropriations  needed  to  carry  out 
all  of  its  authorized  program  activities.  I 
earnestly  hope  that  the  total  amounts  agreed 
to,  which  amount  to  a  grand  total  of  $4,588,- 
444,000  will  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  carry  out  all 
of  its  authorized  programs  without  the  need 
for  a  supplemental  appropriation  early  in 
the  next  session.  However,  if  it  develops 
that  additional  funds  are  required,  that  need 
will  have  to  be  considered  as  and  if  it  de¬ 
velops. 

PRODUCTION  AND  UTILIZATION  RESEARCH 

The  conferees  have  experienced  consider¬ 
able  difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  mutually  sat¬ 
isfactory  agreement  in  regard  to  expansion  of 
utilization  research  and  cost  of  production 
^research,  together  with  a  legislative  pro¬ 
vision  inserted  by  the  House  in  regard  to 
the  use  of  section  32  permanent  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

I  intend  to  move  for  the  Senate  to  accept 
the  amendment  as  now  revised  and  agreed 
to  by  the  joint  conference  committee. 

In  regard  to  amendment  No.  7,  the  House 
version  of  the  bill  provided  $5  million  to  be 
transferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  cost  of  production  research  on 
surplus  commodities,  such  research  to  be 
conducted  through  contracts  and  grants. 
The  Senate  Committee  struck  this  provi¬ 
sion  and  inserted  language  which  would  au¬ 
thorize  not  to  exceed  $35  million  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  and  used  for  utilization  research  and 
development  as  well  as  cost-of -production 
research  on  surplus  commodities.  Of  this 
total  amount,  $30  million  had  been  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  accelerated  util¬ 
ization  research  program  as  proposed  by  the 
Department  in  Senate  Document  No.  34. 

As  finally  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees, 
Senate  amendment  No.  7  has  been  rewritten 
to  transfer  a  total  of  $15  million  of  which 
$14,750,000  is  for  utilization  research  facili¬ 
ties,  and  for  the  acceleration  of  utilization  re¬ 
search. 
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The  uses  of  these  funds  for  facilities  and. 
for  research  are  listed  in  the  statement  on 
the  conference  report. 

Now  reverting  again  to  amendment  No. 
27,  it  has  been  revised  in  the  conference  to 
provide  that  $11  million  of  section  32  funds 
be  used  for  the  construction  of  research  fa¬ 
cilities  as  follows:  $9.5  million  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  utilization  research  facility  to 
be  located  in  the  Southeastern  States;  and 
$1.5  million  for  the  construction  of  a  labora¬ 
tory  to  carry  on  intensive  research  for  weed 
control,  this  facility  to  be  located  in  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  In  addition  $5  million  is  provided 
for  accelerating  production  research. 

As  agreed  to  in  conference,  amendment  No. 
27  will  likewise  provide  for  $5  million  to  be 
authorized  to  be  transferred  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  to  in¬ 
crease  domestic  and  foreign  consumption  of 
any  farm  commodity  or  farm  commodities. 
Further,  this  language  proviso  sets  a  limita¬ 
tion  whereby  hereafter  such  sums  not  in 
excess  of  $25  million  as  may  be  approved  an¬ 
nually  by  the  Congress  shall  be  available  for 
each  purpose. 

In  view  of  this  agreement  dealing  with 
these  two  amendments,  I  shall  move  that  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  amendments  of  the  House 
to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 
7  and  27,  as  amended. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Briefly,  I  invite  at¬ 
tention  to  five  items  which  I  believe 
should  be  mentioned  because  of  their 
size  and  importance. 

First,  there  was  an  item  for  rural 
housing  loans  placed  in  the  bill  in  the 
Senate  in  the  amount  of  $25  million.  It 
was  put  in  as  an  amendment  of  the  basic 
act.  Under  the  conference  report,  that 
provision  was  receded  from  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  but  the  same  amount  of  $25  million 
was  provided  by  way  of  direct  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  same  purpose. 

Second,  the  House  version  of  the  bill 
had  taken  the  appropriation  for  mar¬ 
keting  research  out  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service  and  placed  it  in  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service.  The 
Senate  committee  reversed  that  process 
so  as  to  leave  it  as  it  has  been  in  the  past. 
The  Senate  approved  that  action,  and 
the  conference  approved  the  action  of 
the  Senate  in  that  regard. 

Third,  the  proposed  peanut  laboratory 
has  been  a  subject  of  some  contention 
because  of  certain  facts  beyond  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  at  the 
present  time.  The  House  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  have  both  receded,  without  preju¬ 
dice,  from  the  three  amendments  which 
cover  that  field,  with  the  distinct  under¬ 
standing,  as  stated  in  the  conference 
report — to  which  the  leadership  on  both 
sides  are  committed — that  the  same  item 
shall  be  taken  up  again  in  the  first  sup¬ 
plemental  bill  next  year. 

Fourth,  for  the  first  time  the  Senate 
is  making  progress  on  the  question  of 
utilization  research,  on  which  it  has  been 
working  for  some  years,  under  items  7 
and  27,  which  were  in  disagreement,  and 
which  are  described  in  greater  detail  in 
my  statement. 

A  real  start  is  made  on  utilization  re¬ 
search.  For  example,  under  amend¬ 
ment  7,  a  total  of  $15  million  will  be 
provided,  of  which  $14,750,000  is  for 
utilization  research,  and  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  renovation  of  existing  utiliza¬ 
tion  research  facilities.  Under  amend¬ 
ment  No.  27,  as  reported  back  from  the 


conference,  a  total  of  $16  million  would 
be  provided  for  research  purposes,  in¬ 
cluding  $11  million  for  facilities  and  $5 
million  for  production  research. 

I  shall  not  go  into  the  subject  in  detail 
unless  I  am  questioned.  The  three  Sen¬ 
ators  on  the  committee  who  have  been 
most  concerned  in  relation  to  the  sub¬ 
ject — the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Yotjng],  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt] — were 
pleased  with  the  result  on  that  question, 
and  regard  the  action  as  a  distinct  jstep 
in  the  right  direction  toward  the  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  the  utilization  program  covered 
by  Senate  Document  34,  which  is  the 
report — and  a  very  full  report — of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  this  field 
received  by  the  Senate  during  this 
session. 

I  should  like  to  make  one  comment  on 
the  REA.  Senators  will  recall  that  the 
committee  of  the  other  body  and  the 
Senate  committee  made  reports  trying  to 
tighten  up  the  administration  of  the 
REA  both  on  section  5  loans  and  on  the 
generating  and  transmission  loans. 

There  was  some  difference  in  wording. 
I  note  from  the  report  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  that  they  have 
said  they  do  not  agree  with  some  of  the 
requirements  which  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  put  into  its  report.  Because  the 
Senate  committee  very  strongly  believes 
in  those  recommendations  and  desires  to 
reiterate  them,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  portion  of  the  committee  report 
relating  to  those  recommendations  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record.  I 
intend  to  insert  the  committee  report 
statement  again  to  show  that  it  is  the 
understanding  of  the  conference  that  we 
stand  by  that  report,  and  we  will  expect 
the  Administrator  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  carry  out  our  recom¬ 
mendations  in  that  report  in  its  dealings 
with  this  body. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

With  regard  to  any  further  generation  and 
major  transmission  loan  approved  in  excess 
of  $2  million,  the  Administrator  shall  certi¬ 
fy  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Comptroller  General,  and  the  Congress,  that 
each  of  these  steps  has  been  taken  and  that 
the  private  supplier  had  been  given  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  make  the  contract  reasonable, 
specifying  the  details,  and  had  refused  or 
failed  to  do  so. 

The  Administrator  also  shall  furnish  the 
Comptroller  General  and  the  Congress  on 
the  date  of  approval  of  each  such  loan  ap¬ 
plication,  the  following  information : 

(1)  The  name  and  address  of  the  appli¬ 
cant  borrower  and  the  date  of  the  applica¬ 
tion. 

(2)  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  the 
proposed  generation  facilities.  Indicate  if 
the  proposed  facilities  are  the  initial  or  ad¬ 
ditional  unit  or  units  of  a  plant  comprised 
of  one  or  more  units. 

(3)  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  pro¬ 
posed  transmission  facilities,  including  any 
immediate  or  future  plans  to  interconnect 
with  other  transmission  systems. 

(4)  Description  of  any  long-range  plans 
the  applicant  may  have  for  construction  of 
additional  generation  and  transmission  fa¬ 
cilities  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  planned 
facilities. 

(5)  Comparison  of  the  estimated  costs  of 


generation  by  the  applicant  borrower  with 
the  cost  of  power  available  from  existing 
suppliers,  including  the  final  offer  by  the 
private  supplier  including  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  he  offered  to  meet  applicant’s  long¬ 
term  energy  needs. 

(6)  Summary  of  the  efforts  made  by  the 
applicant  and  by  REA  to  obtain  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  power  and  energy  requirements  from 
existing  power  suppliers  and  the  reasons 
why  such  efforts  have  not  been  successful 

(7)  Explanation  of  the  applicant’s  reasons 
for  seeking  an  REA  loan. 

(8)  The  amount  of  electric  energy  which 
the  applicant  will  cease  to  purchase  from 
present  power  suppliers  upon  construction 
of  the  generating  plant  for  which  REA  fi¬ 
nancing  is  being  sought. 

(9)  Explanation  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  feasibility  of  the  requested  loan  for  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmission  facilities  depends 
upon  the  use  of  a  portion  of  the  facilities  by 
others  (including  Federal  power  marketing 
agencies) . 

(10)  Details  of  the  applicant’s  plans  to 
sell  or  otherwise  make  available  any  of  the 
power  and  energy  from  the  proposed  genera¬ 
tion  facilities  to  others  (including  Federal 
power  marketing  agencies) . 

(11)  Names  of  State  agencies  and  com¬ 
missions  having  jurisdiction  over  the  appli¬ 
cant  borrowers. 

With  respect  to  each  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loan  application,  processed  by  REA 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  procedures, 
the  Administrator  should,  in  order  to  avoid 
dilatory  tactics  or  protracted  delays  on  the 
part  of  either  party  in  such  negotiations,  es¬ 
tablish  a  publicly  announced  period  of  time 
during  which  the  survey,  determinations, 
and  negotiations  will  be  carried  on  prior  to 
a  definite  cutoff  date  set  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor. 

The  committee  is  opposed  to  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  dual  rates  in  power  supply  contracts 
and  believes  that  the  cooperatives  should 
state  their  needs  clearly  and  concretely,  and 
that  the  suppliers  of  power  should  in  turn 
clearly  set  forth  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
power  supply  contracts. 

The  committee  expects  the  Administrator 
to  examine  into  all  complaints  which  may 
come  to  his  attention  concerning  territorial 
disputes  between  REA  cooperatives  and  com¬ 
mercial  power  companies,  except  in  States 
having  adequate  statutory  provisions  for  de¬ 
termining  territorial  and  service  rights,  and 
report  to  the  committee  in  January  of  each 
year  the  salient  facts  involved,  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  the  complaints,  and  the  basis  for  such 
dispositions. 

The  committee  instructs  the  Administrator 
of  REA  to  report  to  both  the  Senate  and 
House  Appropriations  Committees  in  writ¬ 
ing  60  days  in  advance  of  approving  alloca¬ 
tions  of  funds  for  acquiring  or  building  gen¬ 
erating  plants  of  over  $2  million  and  major 
transmission  lines,  and  such  other  informa¬ 
tion  as  the  committee  may  request. 

SECTION  V.  LOANS 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  recommen¬ 
dations  in  the  House  committee  report  that 
the  Administrator  of  REA  should  not  make 
section  V  loans  in  competition  with  private 
sources  of  credit,  or  as  a  replacement  or  sub¬ 
stitution  for  loan  funds  available  under  the 
Area  Redevelopment  Act,  Public  Law  87-27. 
Such  loans  should  be  very  limited.  The 
committee  requests  the  Administrator  of 
REA  to  provide  it  with  a  summary  of  pending 
section  V  loan  applications  as  well  as  a  copy 
of  his  certification  to  the  Secretary  on  the 
necessity  for  making  these  loans. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  conference  report  be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 
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The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  the 
five  amendments  which  are  in  disagree¬ 
ment,  which  I  have  mentioned  rather 
sketchily 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing  its 
action  on  certain  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  House  bill  6754,  which  was 
read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  9  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6754)  en¬ 
titled  “An  Act  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  for  other  purposes”,  and  concur  therein. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  7,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  and  stricken 
by  said  amendment  insert:  “:  Provided, 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000 
may  be  transferred  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  this  appropriation,  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  June  29,  1948  (5 
U.S.C.  714b) ,  for  utilization  research  and  de¬ 
velopment,  cost  of  production  research,  and 
other  related  research  designed  to  reduce  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  held  or  to  be  held  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  including 
$10,000,000  for  the  planning,  construction, 
alteration  and  equipping  of  research  facili¬ 
ties,  which  amount  shall  remain  available 
until  expended.” 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  11,  and  concur  therein  with  an 
amendment,  as  follows: 

“In  lieu  of  the  sum  of  $2,500,000  named  in 
said  amendment,  insert:  $1,250,000.” 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  24,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  and  stricken, 
by  said  amendment,  insert: 

“MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 

“For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  re¬ 
search  and  service  to  improve  and  develop 
marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agri¬ 
culture  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627) 
and  other  laws,  including  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  marketing  regulatory  acts  connected 
therewith;  research  and  development,  includ¬ 
ing  related  cost  and  efficiency  evaluations, 
and  services  relating  to  agricultural  market¬ 
ing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regula¬ 
tory  acts  connected  therewith,  and  for  ad¬ 
ministration  and  coordination  of  payments 
to  States;  and  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  at  rates  not  to 
exceed  $75  per  diem  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  in 
carrying  out  section  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclu¬ 
sive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section 
203  ( j )  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946,  $42,498,975:  Provided,  That  appropria¬ 
tions  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant 
to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construction,  altera¬ 
tion,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the 
cost  of  erecting  any  one  building  during  the 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except 
for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at 
a  cost  not  to  exceed  $45,000,  and  the  cost 
of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is 
greater.” 


Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  27,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  and  stricken 
by  said  amendment  insert:  “,  and  (5)  not 
more  than  $16,000,000  for  transfer  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  be  used 
to  increase  domestic  consumption  of  any 
farm  commodity  or  farm  commodities  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
be  in  surplus  supply,  and  hereafter  such 
sums  (not  in  excess  of  $25,000,000  in  any 
one  year)  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  shall  be  available  for  such  purpose, 
such  authorization  not  to  restrict  authority 
in  existing  law,  of  which  amount  $11,000,000 
shall  remain  available  until  expended  for 
construction  and  equipping  of  research  fa¬ 
cilities  determined  to  be  needed  as  a  result 
of  a  special  survey.” 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  38,  and  concur  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  said 
amendment  insert: 

"Rural  Housing  Loans 

“For  additional  rural  housing  loans  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  $25,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended.” 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  say  a  few  words  with  respect  to 
amendment  No.  27,  which  I  believe  re¬ 
lates  to  the  proposed  peanut  facility. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Is  that  section  32? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes,  that  is  the  sec¬ 
tion  32  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Has  the  Senator  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  Senate  recede  on  the 
marketing  or  so-called  peanut  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  report  showed 
that  both  the  Senate  and  the  House  re¬ 
ceded  from  all  amendments  on  that  sub¬ 
ject  without  prejudice  for  future  con¬ 
sideration. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
that  I  should  make  a  brief  statement  in 
view  of  the  unusual  hour  at  which  the 
Senate  is  meeting. 

First,  I  wish  to  congratulate  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland] 
upon  the  ability,  patience,  and  tenacity 
with  which  he  defended  the  position  of 
the  Senate  on  all  of  the  items  in  the  bill. 
The  bill  is  very  complex.  It  was  my 
privilege,  as  chairman  for  some  26  years, 
to  handle  the  bill,  and  4  years  as  ranking 
Democratic  member  of  the  subcommittee 
The  bill  deals  with  over  2,000  different 
activities  scattered  over  the  entire  length 
and  breadth  of  our  land.  Not  all  of 
them  are  directly  related  to  farming  and 
agriculture,  but  they  are  related  to  almost 
every  aspect  of  American  life.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  has  mastered  the  bill 
to  an  unusual  degree  in  the  first  year  he 
has  handled  it. 

With  respect  to  the  difference  between 
the  two  bodies  on  the  peanut  laboratory, 
the  Senate  has  twice  approved  the  bud- 
*  get  estimate  for  the  laboratory  which 
was  to  be  located  at  Dawson,  Ga.,  which 
is  in  the  third  congressional  district  of 
Georgia.  The  Representatives  from  that 
district,  the  Honorable  E.  L.  (Tic)  For¬ 
rester  has,  of  course,  been  vitally  con¬ 
cerned  with  that  subject  and  has  worked 
very  earnestly  on  it.  He  was  prepared  to 


defend  the  item  on  the  floor  when  it 
went  back  in  disagreement. 

Early  in  the  conference,  the  conferees 
agreed  that  the  amendment  would  go 
back  in  disagreement  for  a  special  vote 
on  the  floor  of  the  House.  Mr.  Forrester 
had  consulted  me  the  day  before  yester¬ 
day  and  asked  me  what  the  prospects 
were  with  respect  to  the  conference.  I 
said,  “They  are  very  bleak.”  We  agreed 
not  to  have  another  meeting  until  after 
the  Christmas  holidays.  So  he  checked 
in  with  the  leadership  of  his  own  body, 
the  able  Representative  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert]  and  received  the  same 
judgment  there.  Due  to  the  illness  of  his 
wife,  he  started  to  his  home  in  Georgia. 
Today,  the  President  being  naturally 
very  anxious  to  have  these  bills  cleared 
before  the  Congress  should  adjourn,  ap¬ 
proached  the  conferees,  and  we  got  in 
touch  with  Representative  Forrester.  It 
was  impossible  for  him  to  fly  back  to 
Washington  to  defend  the  amendment  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  today.  In  all 
frankness,  had  he  done  so,  I  doubt  that 
he  could  have  handled  the  bill  because 
the  debate  would  have  postponed  action 
on  the  conference  report. 

I  believe  Representative  Forrester  has 
made  a  very  generous  gesture  in  agree¬ 
ing  that  these  matters  should  be  taken 
out  of  the  bill,  and  that  the  issue  should 
be  determined  in  the  first  supplemental 
bill  or  in  the  Agriculture  Department 
appropriation  bill  for  1965,  whichever 
may  come  first.  I  am  sure  that  all  his 
constituents  will  understand  that  he  has 
not  surrendered  any  right  which  is  his, 
that  his  interest  has  not  waned  in  the 
slightest,  and  that  on  the  proper  occa¬ 
sion,  when  the  question  is  before  the 
House,  he  will  be  there  defending  this 
important  facility  with  all  his  consider¬ 
able  strength  and  ability. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  make  my  remarks 
brief.  I  commend  the  Senator  from 
Florida  for  the  outstanding  job  he  did 
in  handling  this  difficult  bill.  This  is 
one  of  the  most  complicated  of  all  the 
appropriation  bills.  It  was  not  easy  for 
him  to  take  over  the  chairmanship  of 
this  subcommittee  as  successor  to  our 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia, 
Senator  Russell,  who  did  a  superb  job 
for  a  quarter  of  a  century.  I  believe 
that  Senator  Holland  exacted  the  maxi¬ 
mum  amount  of  economy. 

The  bill  may  seem  large,  but  there  are 
many  items  in  it,  such  as  $495  million  for 
REA  and  RTA  loans,  which  have  almost 
a  100  percent  repayment  record. 

There  is  $68  million  for  FHA  loans, 
which  have  excellent  repayment  records. 

There  is  $237  million  for  the  school 
lunch  program  and  the  milk  program, 
which  bears  little  relation  to  agriculture. 

One  of  the  few  places  where  we  were  a 
I  bit  liberal  with  funds  was  in  the  field  of 
utilization  research.  This  is  an  area  in 
which  the  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
really  fought  a  tough  battle  to  obtain 
the  funds,  which  I  believe  eventually  will 
result  in  a  great  saving.  If  we  can  find 
new  uses  for  agricultural  commodities  we 
can  save  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
storage  and  other  costs. 
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Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] 
and  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  two  members  of  the  conference 
committee  who  have  spoken  in  praise  of 
the  excellent  work  done  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land],  who  for  the  first  time  was  the 
chairman  of  this  particular  subcommit¬ 
tee. 

Despite  the  fact  that  it  was  his  first 
experience  in  engaging  in  the  rather  sus¬ 
tained  discussions  which  we  have  with 
House  conferees  on  a  measure  of  this 
kind,  I  want  the  Senate  to  know  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  defended  the  Sen¬ 
ate  position  both  persistently  and  suc¬ 
cessfully.  His  persistence  and  persua¬ 
sion  paid  off,  as  demonstrated  by  the  fact 
that  though  it  is  somewhat  late  in  the 
day — or  early  in  the  morning — and  cer¬ 
tainly  late  in  the  session,  we  have  finally 
arrived  at  a  working  agreement. 

Of  the  many  decisions  which  were 
made,  the  one  which  to  me  gives  the 
most  hope  for  the  ordinary  taxpayer  and 
farmer  is  the  fact  that  we  have  finally 
made  a  real  breakthrough  in  the  bill 
for  industrial  utilization  research.  We 
have  been  nibbling  away  at  this  program 
in  recent  years. 

In  the  Senate  a  substantial  effort  has 
been  made  to  accomplish  this  purpose 
several  times  in  different  ways  by  passing 
various  bills.  This  is  the  first  time  that 
we  have  obtained  a  concession  from  the 
House  of  a  size  which  is  significant 
enough  to  make  a  real  dent  in  the 
problem. 

Evidence  has  been  made  available 
from  the  laboratory  at  Peoria  and  from 
other  laboratories  dealing  with  this  sub¬ 
ject — interesting,  intriguing,  impressive, 
encouraging — in  a  report  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  to  show 
the  various  industrial  uses  now  available. 
We  require  studies  in  marketing  and 
studies  in  further  fabrication.  These 
show  that  we  can  put  the  acres  of  Amer¬ 
ica  back  to  work  at  a  profit  for  the 
farmers  by  adding  industrial  utilization 
to  the  ordinary  utilization  for  the  com¬ 
forts  of  human  beings  and  for  the  feeding 
of  livestock. 

I  believe  this  is  a  really  encouraging 
advent  for  American  agriculture.  I  con¬ 


gratulate  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida  and  all  the  other  conferees. 
The  House  conferees  are  to  be  congrat¬ 
ulated  for  finally  seeing  what  we  believe 
has  been  a  clear  light  in  the  sky  for  a  long 
time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
At  this  hour  I  shall  not  speak  on  this 
subject.  I  wish  to  express  my  gratitude 
to  the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  and  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  for  what  they  have  done  in  the 
field  of  industrial  utilization. 

I  have  nothing  further  to  say.  I  be¬ 
lieve  an  excellent  piece  of  work  has  been 
done. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
The  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  a  pioneer 
in  this  field. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  believe  this  occasion  should  pass 
without  my  saying  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis! 
has  been  one  of  the  voices  crying  in  the 
wilderness  to  encourage  this  program, 
ever  since  he  became  a  Member  of  this 
body. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
an  accurate  statement. 

Incidentally,  I  now  sit  in  the  seat 
formerly  occupied  by  another  pioneer, 
former  Senator  Capehart  of  Indiana. 
Along  with  many  others,  the  former  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  have  been  urging  this  program, 
from  the  Senate  side.  The  House  now 
has  taken  the  first  big  step.  We  hope  the 
House  will  become  as  enthusastic  about 
this  program  as  is  the  Senate. 

This  will  mean  that  with  a  small  actual 
expenditure  we  will  realize  a  tremendous 
return  for  American  agriculture. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  distinguished  friends  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  ,  for  the  kind  things 
they  have  said  about  me.  No  one  has 
ever  worked  with  more  indefatigable, 
capable,  generous  associates  in  a  labor 
of  love  such  as  this  conference  commit¬ 
tee  has  undertaken. 
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The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  was  the  other  member  of  the 
conferees.  He  had  to  leave  late  this 
afternoon.  He  worked  with  equal  dedi¬ 
cation. 

I  am  happy  at  the  outcome,  and  happy 
that  the  House  conferees  likewise  were 
exceedingly  cooperative.  I  hope  that  we 
have  embarked  in  several  respects,  under 
the  terms  of  the  bill,  upon  new  programs 
which  will  pay  off  handsomely,  particu¬ 
larly  in  respect  to  the  disposition  of  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  heavy  surplus. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  House  amendments  to  the 
Senate  amendments  Nos.  7,  11,  24,  27, 
and  38. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  concurred  in  the  House  amendments 
to  the  Senate  amendments  listed. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
^rocd  to 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  make  a  brief  observation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  believe  I  should  say, 
in  justice  to  the  Representative  from 
this  district,  who  has  put  all  he  has  had 
for  the  past  3  years  into  the  laboratory 
to  which  I  referred,  that  all  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  were 
gracious  enough  to  say  that  they  would 
assist  in  inserting  this  item  in  the  sup¬ 
plemental  bill,  so  that  he  would  not  be 
deprived  of  an  opportunity  to  make  a 
fight  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  table  showing 
the  budget  estimate,  the  House,  Senate, 
and  conference  allowances  on  the  various 
appropriation  items  in  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1968  and  estimates  for  1964,  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1964,  and  conference 

allowances 

TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 


Agency  or  Item 

Total  appropria¬ 
tions  and  loan 
authorizations, 
1963 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1964 

House  hill,  1964 

Senate  bill,  1964 

Conference 
allowance,  1964 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research . . . . - . . . 

‘  $88, 182, 550 
59,  504,  980 
25, 907, 150 

i  $90, 554, 000 
65, 148,  000 
28, 502, 000 

$94, 445, 000 
59,  506,  000 
27,  638, 000 

>  $91, 811, 700 
67, 071,  500 
28, 126,  250 

i ($91, 496,  700) 
64, 449, 000 
27, 931, 000 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control 2 . 

Meat  inspection . . . .". . . . . . 

Total,  salaries  and  oxpensos  2 . . - . 

173, 594, 680 
5,265,000 

184, 204, 000 
2,500,000 

181,  588, 000 

187, 009,  450 
2,500,000 

183, 876, 700 

1, 250, 000 

Salaries  and  expenses  (special  foreign  currency  program)... . 

Total,  Agricultural  Research  Service—. . - . 

178,  859,  680 

186, 704, 000 

181,  588, 000 

189, 509, 450 

(185, 126,  700) 

Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service: 

Payments  and  expenses . . . . . 

38, 262, 950 

40, 383, 000 

40, 383, 000 

42, 883, 000 

41,633,000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1963  and  estimates  for  1964,  and  amounts  recommended  in  hill  for  1964,  and  conference 

allowances—  Continued 


TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 


Agency  or  item 

Total  appropria¬ 
tions  and  loan 
authorizations, 
1963 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1964 

House  hill,  1964 

Senate  bill,  1964 

Conference 
allowance,  1964 

Extension  Service: 

Cooperative  extension  work,  payments,  and  expenses: 

*  $63, 180, 800 
6,  766, 000 
‘  2,  801,  260 
*  2,  597,  450 

$64,  590,  000 
7, 110, 000 
3, 113,  000 
2,  515,  000 

$64, 590, 000 
7, 110, 000 
3, 113,  000 
2,  500,  000 

$70, 000, 000 
7, 435, 000 
3, 113,  000 
2,  500,  000 

$67, 295, 000 

7,  272,  500 
3,113,000 

2,  500,000 

Retirement  and  employee  compensation  fund  costs  for  extension  agents.  - 

Total,  Extension  Service. . - . . . . . - 

75,  344,  500 

77, 328, 000 

77, 313, 000 

83, 048,  000 

80, 180,  500 

1, 155,  900 

1,  280,  000 

1, 195,  000 

1,  201,  000 

1,  201,  000 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

93, 975, 500 
61,376, 350 
25, 326, 850 
12, 353,  550 

99,  453, 000 
63,  992, 000 
25,  576,  000 
14, 640,  000 
6, 275,  000 

97, 480, 000 
63, 222, 000 
25,  465, 000 
12,  994,  000 
1,  200,  000 

99,  000,000 
63, 992,  000 
25,  465, 000 
14,  640,  000 
2,  200,  000 

98, 339, 000 
63, 607, 000 
25, 465, 000 
13, 622,  000 

1,  500,000 

193,  031, 250 

209,  936, 000 

200, 361, 000 

205,  297, 000 

202, 533, 000 

9,  511, 150 
10, 021, 860 

10,301,000 
11,  552, 000 

9, 832,  000 
11, 079,  000 

9,  965,  700 
11,486,000 

9, 912, 000 
11, 290,  500 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service: 

8  40, 897, 170 

«  44,  505,  000 
(*) 

1, 425, 000 
102, 000,  000 
137, 000, 000 

(51, 500, 000) 

«  37,  061,  000 

»  44,  514, 100 

42, 498, 975 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions.. . . . 

1, 425, 000 
100, 000, 000 
125,  000,  000 

(51,  500, 000) 

1, 425, 000 
100, 000, 000 
137, 000, 000 

(40. 000, 000) 
(25,  000,  000) 

1,500,000 
100,  000, 000 
137, 000, 000 

(61,600,000) 

1,500,000 
100, 000,  000 
137, 000, 000 

(45, 000, 000) 

School  lunch  program  9 . . . . . . 

Limitation  on  use  of  sec.  32  funds: 

Food  stamp  program . . . . . . 

Total,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service.. . . 

267, 322, 170 

284,  930, 000 

275, 486, 000 

283, 014, 100 

280, 998, 975 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses  10 . . . . . 

17, 135, 270 
3,994,000 

19,039,000 

18,  505,  000 

19, 039, 000 

18, 699, 500 

Total,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

21, 129, 270 

19,039,000 

18,  505, 000 

19, 039, 000 

18, 699,  600 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority . . . . . . . 

1,060,950 

1, 095, 000 

1,093,000 

1,095,000 

1, 095, 000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and' Conservation  Service: 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  11 . 

95, 423, 000 
77,650,000 
212. 900, 000 
(250, 000,  000) 
304, 000, 000 
2,000,000 

114,  944, 000 
80, 000, 000 
220, 000, 000 
(150, 000, 000) 
294,  000, 000 
19, 000, 000 

105, 737, 000 
78, 000, 000 
215, 000, 000 
(250,  000, 000) 
294, 000, 000 
10, 000, 000 

107, 091,  400 
78, 000, 000 
215, 000, 000 
(250, 000, 000) 
294,000,000 
12, 150, 000 

106,  549,  500 
78, 000, 000 
215, 000, 000 
(250,  000, 000) 
294, 000, 000 
11,350,000 

Advance  authorization . . . . . 

Land-use  adjustment  program  13 _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service . . 

691,973,000 

727, 944, 000 

702, 737, 000 

706, 241,  400 

704, 899, 500 

Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development _ _ _ 

87,850 

134, 000 

120,000 

120,000 

120,000 

3, 854, 600 

3, 987, 000 

3,  953, 000 

3,  987, 000 

3, 973,  500 

1, 662, 220 

1,684,000 

1,684,000 

1,  684, 000 

1,684,000 

National  Agricultural  Library: 

1, 185, 320 

1, 695, 000 
450,000 

1, 420,  000 
450,  000 

1,  426, 140 
450,000 

1,  426, 140 
450,000 

Library  facilities _ _ 

Total,  National  Agricultural  Library _  _ _ 

1, 185, 320 

2, 145, 000 

1, 870, 000 

1, 876, 140 

1, 876, 140 

General  administration  14_. _ _  _ 

3, 397, 000 

3, 975, 000 

3,  735,  00C 

3,  760,  550 

~  3,  750, 000 

Total,  title  I,  general  activities _ 

1, 497, 859, 660 

1,  582,  417, 000 

1, 530, 934, 000 

1,  564,  207,  340 

1,  548, 973, 315 

TITLE  H— CREDIT  AGENCIES 

Rural  Electrification  Administration: 

Electrification  loans: 

Direct  authorization . . . . . . 

($300,000,000) 
»  (100, 000, 000) 

($360, 000, 000) 
(75, 000, 000) 

($275,000,000) 
(150, 000, 000) 

($275,000,000) 
(150, 000, 000) 

($275, 000, 000) 
(150,000,000) 

Contingency  authorization . . . . 

Total . . . . . . . . . 

(400,000,000) 

>«  (425, 000, 000) 

(425, 000, 000) 

(425,000,000) 

(425, 000, 000) 

Telephone  loans: 

Direct  authorization . 

(80, 000, 000) 

(70,000,000) 

(70,000,000) 

(70, 000, 000) 

(70, 000,  000) 

Total _ _ _ _ 

(80,000,000) 

(70,000,000) 

(70,000,000) 

(70, 000, 000) 

(70,000,000) 

Total,  loan  authorizations . . . . . 

(480,000,000) 

(495, 000, 000) 

(495,000,000) 

(495, 000, 000) 

(495, 000, 000) 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . . . 

10, 442, 200 

11,344,000 

11, 162, 000 

11, 287, 000 

11, 247, 000 

Total,  Rural  Electrification  Administration . 

10,  442,  200 

11, 344, 000 

11, 162, 000 

11, 287, 000 

11, 247, 000 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1963  and  estimates  for  1964,  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1964,  and  conference 

allapvances — Continued 


TITLE  II — CREDIT  AGENCIES 


Agency  or  item 

Total  appropria¬ 
tions  and  loan 
authorizations, 
1963 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1964 

House  bill,  1964 

Senate  bill,  1964 

Conference 
allowance,  1964 

Farmers  Home  Administration: 

Direct  loan  account: 

Real  estate  loans.  . . . . . 

Operating  loans 17 _ _ _ _ — . . 

Total,  direct  loan  account . . 

($50,000,000) 

(290,000,000) 

($60,000,000) 

(300,000,000) 

($60,000,000) 

(300,000,000) 

($60,000,000) 

(300,000,000) 

($60,000,000) 

(300,000,000) 

(340,000,000) 

(360,000,000) 

(360,000,000) 

(360,000,000) 
(25,000,000) 
1,350,000 
3, 500, 000 
19  39,367,000 

(360,000,000) 
25, 000, 000 
1,200, 000 
3,500,000 

19  38, 925, 900 

Rural  housing  loans  (authorization)19 . . . . . . 

Rural  renewal.  . . . . . . . . . 

2,350,000 

5,000,000 

39,367,000 

1,000,000 

2,000,000 

38,367,000 

Rural  housing  for  the  elderly  revolving  fund . .  . 

Salaries  and  expenses 19 _ A . . . . 

Total,  Farmers  Home  Administration _ _ _ _  _  .  _ 

1,000,000 
35, 778, 900 

36, 778, 900 

46,717,000 

41,367,000 

44,217,000 

68,625,900 

Total,  title  II,  credit  agencies: 

(820,000,000) 

47,221,100 

(855,000,000) 
58, 061,000 

(855,000,000) 

52,529,000 

(855,000,000) 

55,504,000 

(855,000,000) 
79,872,  900 

Appropriations _ _ -  . . . 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation: 

t 

$6,  799, 000 

(3, 265, 250) 

$7, 210, 000 

(3, 480, 000) 

$6, 950, 000 

(3, 530, 000) 

$7, 210, 000 

(3, 480, 000) 

$7, 080, 000 

(3,505,000) 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund  (operating  expenses  payable  from 

6, 799, 000 

7, 210, 000 

6,  950, 000 

7,  210,  000 

7, 080, 000 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

2, 278, 455, 000 
92, 243, 150 
(43, 188,  500) 

2,  799, 400, 000 

2, 500, 000, 000 

2, 699, 400, 000 

2, 699, 400, 000 

Reimbursement  for  special  milk  program _ _  _ 

(41, 650, 000) 

(41, 650, 000) 

(41, 650, 000) 

(41, 650, 000) 

2,370, 698, 150 

2,  799, 400, 000 

2, 500, 000, 000 

2,  699,  400, 000 

2,  699, 400, 000 

Total,  title  III,  corporations.  . . . . . -  _ 

'  2, 377, 497, 150 

2, 806, 610, 000 

2, 506, 950, 000 

2, 706, 610, 000 

2,  706,  480,  000 

TITLE  IV— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 


Public  Law  480: 

Sales  for  foreign  currencies.. _ _ _ _ 

Emergency  famine  relief . . . . . . . . 

Long-term  supply  contracts . . 

Total,  Public  Law  480. . . . .  . 

International  Wheat  Agreement . . . .  . . . . 

$1, 588, 804, 000 
250,000,000 
40,000,000 

$1,  452, 000, 000 
215,451,000 
79, 000, 000 

$1,452,000,000 
215, 451, 000 
52,  515, 000 

$1,252,000,000 
215, 451, 000 
79,000,000 

$1,452,000,000 
215, 451, 000 
52,515,000 

1,878,804,000 
81. 218, 000 
125, 000, 000 

1, 746, 451, 000 
92,356,000 
82,860,000 

1,719,966,000 
86, 218, 000 
82,860,000 

1,546,451,000 
92, 366, 000 
82, 860, 000 

1,719,966,000 
86, 218, 000 
82, 860, 000 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile . . . . 

Total,  title  IV,  foreign  assistance  programs . . . — . . . 

2,085,022,000 

1, 921. 667, 000 

1,889,044,000 

1,721,667,000 

1,889,044,000 

TITLE  V— RELATED  AGENCIES 


Farm  Credit  Administration:  Administrative  expense  limitation . . . 

($2, 631, 500) 

($2, 785, 000) 

($2,785,000) 

($2,785,000) 

($2,785,000) 

Total,  title  V,  related  agencies _ _ - . - . - . - 

(2, 631,  500) 

(2, 785, 000) 

(2, 785, 000) 

(2, 785, 000) 

(2, 785, 000) 

SUMMARY  BY  TITLES  I-V 


Appropriations: 

Title  I,  general  activities . . . . . . 

Title  II,  credit  agencies.. . . . . 

Title  III,  corporations . . . . . . 

Title  IV,  foreign  assistance  programs . — . . . - . - 

Title  V,  related  agencies . . . — . . 

$1, 497, 859, 660 
47,  221, 100 
2, 377, 497, 150 
2,  085, 022, 000 
(2, 631,  500) 

$1,  582, 417, 000 
58, 061, 000 
2, 806, 610, 000 
1, 921, 667, 000 
(2, 785, 000) 

$1, 530, 934, 000 
52,  529, 000 
2,  506, 950,  000 
1,  889,  044,  000 
(2,  785, 000) 

$1, 564, 207, 340 
65,  504, 000 
2, 706, 610, 000 
1, 721, 667, 000 
(2, 785, 000) 

$1,  548, 973, 315 
79, 872, 900 
2,  706, 480,  000 
1,  889, 044,  000 
(2,  785, 000) 

6, 007, 599, 910 

6,368,755,000 

5,  979, 457, 000 

6, 047, 988, 340 

6, 224, 370, 215 

1  Excludes  “Marketing  research”  aDd  “Construction  of  facilities,”  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service,  which  were  merged  by  the  House  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,” 
Agricultural  Research  Service.  The  Department  recommended  appropriation  of 
these  items  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

2  Includes  contingency  funds  of  $1,500,000  for  use  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet 
emergency  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases. 

*  In  addition,  a  reappropriation  of  $1,000,000  of  prior-year  funds  for  work  at  field 
stations  is  authorized. 

« Reflects  transfers  between  subappropriations  for  postal  costs  as  follows:  From 
“Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico,”  $316,600;  to  “Penalty  mail,”  $311,250;  and  to 
"Federal  Extension  Service,”  $6,250. 

*  In  addition,  prior-year  balances  available. 

9  Includes  funds  for  “Marketing  research”  and  “Construction  of  facilities,”  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service,  which  were  merged  by  the  House  under  “Salaries  and 
expenses,”  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

7  Includes  $1,600,000  estimated  under  “Construction  of  facilities,”  merged  by  the 
House  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,”  Agricultural  Research  Service,  and  merged 
herein  under  this  head. 

*  Estimate  considered  under  the  item  “Marketing  research  and  service.” 

*  In  addition,  a  transfer  of  $45,000,000  from  sec.  32  funds  for  purchase  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  distribution  to  schools  is  authorized.  Also,  the  1964  budget  estimates 
provided,  and  the  House  and  Senate  bills  deleted,  language  proposing  the  use  of  $2,000,- 
000  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools. 

19  In  addition,  a  transfer  of  $3,117,000  from  sec.  32  funds  is  authorized. 


u  In  addition,  the  1963  appropriation  act  provided  that  $81,379,500  may  be  transferred 
from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund;  the  1964  budget  estimates  propose,  and 
the  House  and  Senate  bills  allow,  the  transfer  of  $94,885,060  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  fund  including  not  to  exceed  $40,051,000  from  the  limitation  on 
CCC  administrative  expenses. 

i®  Advance  authorization  for  the  1964  program  is  proposed  in  the  budget  estimates 
at  $150,000,000,  compared  with  $250,000,000  approved  for  the  1963  program.  The 
House  and  Senate  bills  provide  $250,000,000  for  the  1964  program  authorization, 
is  In  addition,  prior-year  balances  available. 

u  In  addition,  the  1963  appropriation  act  provided  that  not  to  exceed  $225,000  may  bo 
transferred  from  other  appropriations  available  to  the  Department. 

it  1963  contingency  authorization  available  for  both  electrification  and  telephone 
loans,  in  1964  contingency  for  electric  loans  only. 

in  Legislation  will  be  proposed  for  the  establishment  of  a  “Rural  Electrification 
Administration  loan  account”  which  will  reflect  the  net  cost  of  loan  programs  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  receipts  on  loans  previously  mado. 

v  includes  $60,000,000  contingency  authorization,  not  estimated  for  1964,  but  con¬ 
tinued  in  the  bill. 

is  In  addition,  an  estimated  $150,000,000  is  available  from  prior  authorizations. 
Senate  bill  provided  increased  borrowing  authorization,  conference  bill  provides  direct 
appropriation.  .  ...  .  „ 

»  in  addition,  a  transfer  of  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  to  tlicFarmers 
Home  Administration  for  temporary  field  employment  Is  authorized. 
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FOREIGN  AID  AND  RELATED  AGEN- 
APPROPRIATIONS,  1964 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  haveSthe  attention  of  the  Senate, 
I  should  lik\  at  this  time  to  yield  briefly 
to  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  %Mr.  Pastore],  who  has 
an  announcement  to  make  as  to  the 
future  plans  with\espect  to  the  foreign 
aid  conference. 

The  PRESIDING\  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  president,  I  sur¬ 
mise  that  Senators  have 'already  heard 
that  the  House,  by  a  vote  of  136  to  141, 
voted  to  recommit  to  conference  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill.  A  new  conferenc\has  been 
asked  for,  and  the  conferees  areSmeeting 
at  10  o’clock.  The  House  is  in  ac^oum- 
ment  until  12  o’clock.  I  understanasthat 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  intends 
either  to  recess  or  adjourn  until 
o’clock  noon.  That  is  his  decision  t? 
make. 

I  assure  Members  of  the  Senate  that 
we  will  sit  in  conference  and  Usten  to 
what  the  House  Members  have  to  say. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
express  the  hope  that  Senators  who  have 
remained  in  the  city  of  Washington  will 
remain  in  the  Chamber  throughout  the 
day,  until  a  decision,  if  at  all  possible,  is 
reached  on  this  question.  It  is  my  inten¬ 
tion  to  dispatch  telegrams  to  Senators 
who  are  not  too  far  distant  and  who  are 
absent  because  of  official  business,  ill¬ 
ness,  or  other  reasons,  to  return  to  the 
city. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  that  if  the 
foreign  aid  bill  comes  back  before  the 
Senate,  the  majority  leader  contem¬ 
plates  calling  for  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  do  not  intend  to 
call  for  a  quorum,  but  I  understand  other 
Senators  do. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall,  because  this  bill 
is  fundamental  to  many  things  involving 
the  welfare  of  this  country.  In  this 
highly  controversial  matter — whereas 
the  agriculture  appropriation  conference 
report  was  not  such — the  American  peo¬ 
ple  are  entitled  to  have  Members  of  the 
Senate  present,  and  I  shall  ask  for  a  lyre 
quorum. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  hope  Sectors 
will  heed  that  statement. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President^ I  won¬ 
der  if  it  has  been  determined'  whether 
any  Senator  will  request  a  y^a-and-nay 
vote  on  the  new  conference  Report  on  the 
foreign  aid  bill  in  the  ev§nt  the  confer¬ 
ence  reaches  agreement. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I/xnow  of  none. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  did  not  hear  the  in¬ 
quiry. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  raised  the  question  whether  any 
Senator  had  indicated  he  wished  to  ask 
for  a  yea-and^nay  vote  in  the  event  the 
conference  import  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  ask  for  one.  I 
think  Senators  should  stand  up  and  be 
counted 

M re  MANSFIELD.  I  hope  Senators 
wilj/need  that  statement. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO  12 
O’CLOCK  NOON  TODAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  adjourns  this  morning,  it  adjourn 
to  meet  at  12  o’clock  noon  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRANSACTION  OF  ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  following 
additional  routine  business  was  trans¬ 
acted  : 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  following  letters,  which 
were  referred  as  indicated: 

Temporary  Suspension  op  Restrictions  on 
Marketing  op  Domestically  Produced 
Sugar  Under  Sugar  Act  op  1948 

letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proopsed  legislation 
to  suspend  during  the  calendar  year  1964,  re^ 
strictions  on  marketing  of  domestically  pro¬ 
duced  sr\gar  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948/as 
amended  \with  an  accompanying  paper,/;  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

Report  on  unnecessary  Costs  Incuj&ed  por 
Temporary  Storage  op  Household  Goods 
for  Military 'Personnel 
A  letter  from  trip  Comptrollef  General  of 
the  United  States,  Transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  on  unnecessary  costs  incurred 
for  temporary  storage  Of  household  goods  for 
military  personnel.  Department  of  Defense, 
dated  December  1963  (wrai*  an  accompanying 
report-);  to  the  Como<itte\. on  Government 
Operations. 

ITION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  \aid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Gloucester  City,  N.J.,  Lions 'Club, 
favoring' the  establishment  of  the  birch  - 
day  oythe  late  President  John  F.  Ke\- 
nedy'as  a  national  holiday,  which  wa 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi-' 
ejary. 


S.  2414.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Nora  Isa 
bella  Samuelli;  to  the  Committee  on  tj 
Judiciary. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOl/feE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Hackney,  >one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced^  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  th£  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  ufint  resolution 
(H.J.  Res.  -875)  making  supplemental 
appropriations  for  thertiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  for  flfertain  activities  of 
the  Department  or  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  related  to  mental  retarda¬ 
tion,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  communicated  to  the 
Senate  the  intelligence  of  the  death  of 
Hon.  Willum  J.  Green,  Jr.,  late  a  Repre¬ 
sentative/from  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  transmitted  the  resolutions 
of  the  Mouse  thereon. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted : 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON,  from  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service; 

Three  postmaster  nominations. 


ADDITIONAL  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  and  joint  resolutions  were  intro¬ 
duced,  read  the  first  time,  and,  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  the  second  time,  and  re¬ 
ferred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.BAYH: 

S.  2412.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Lutz 
Adolf  Kiesow,  his  wife,  Ursula  Elfriede  Kie- 
sow,  and  their  daughter,  Marion  Kiesow;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  COOPER  (for  himself,  Mr. 

Keating,  and  Mr.  Javits)  : 

S.  2413.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Nora  Isa¬ 
bella  Samuelli;  and 


iTIONAL  ENQUIRER  RETRACTS 
FALSE  DIRKSEN  STORY 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in  its 
issue  of  October  13,  1963,  the  National 
Enquirer,  a  weekly  publication  in  New 
York  with  a  nationwide  circulation,  pub¬ 
lished  a  completely  false  and  libelous 
story,  which  I  set  forth  at  this  point  in 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

J.F.K.  Swaps  Favors  With  Dirksen 

Washington,  D.C. — The  White  House  is 
now  convinced  that  it  pays  off  to  help  the 
nephew  of  a  politically  powerful  Senator 
collect  the  debts  owed  to  him  by  a  foreign 
government. 

President  Kennedy  personally  interceded 
with  Haiti’s  President  Francois  Duvalier  to 
help  a  nephew  of  Senate  Minority  Leader 
Everett  Dirksen,  Republican,  of  Illinois,  col¬ 
lect  $96,000  that  the  Haitian  Government 
owned  him,  by  threatening  to  cut  off  diplo¬ 
matic  relations. 

In  exchange,  Dirksen  came  out  at  the 
strategic  moment  in  favor  of  President  Ken¬ 
nedy’s  test  ban  treaty — to  the  surprise  of 
>th  Democrats  and  Republicans  in  the  Sen- 
It  was  Dirksen’s  support  for  the  treaty 
th\t  broke  the  back  of  the  opposition  and 
leftNonly  Senator  Barry  Goldwater,  Repub- 
lican^of  Arizona,  among  the  Republican  lead¬ 
ers  stilWpposing  the  treaty. 

Until  'Resident  Kennedy  threw  his  full 
weight  beWnd  collecting  the  bill  owned  to 
Dirksen’s  nephew,  President  Duvalier  had 
flatly  refusecK.  to  even  recognize  the  claim. 
J.F.K.’s  move  Drought  quick  action. 

Mr.  DIRKSE^  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  time  to  pursueJibelous  statements  or 
threaten  suit  for  \fljelous  attacks,  and 
have  always  gone  on.  the  theory  that  if 
a  statement  about  me^s  false,  malicious, 
and  damaging,  and  that  can  be  estab¬ 
lished  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  publisher, 
such  a  publisher,  if  he  isVn  honorable 
person,  will  make  retraction  and 
apologize. 

I  had  this  article  brought  .td\the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  publishers  in  New.  York, 
and  they  have  agreed  to  publish  a  redac¬ 
tion. 

That  retraction  is  set  forth  as  follo> 
in  the  January  5,  1963,  issue  of  the  Na^ 
tional  Enquirer,  and  speaks  for  itself. 
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Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1964,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following  Department  of 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other-  Agriculture  and 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  Related  Agenoies 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1964 ;  namely :  Appropriation 

Aot,  1964 • 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

j  For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating 
/o  production,  utilization,  nutrition  and  consumer  use,  to  control  and 
eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related 
inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work,  and  meat  inspection: 

Provided ,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  58  stat.  742. 
be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 

1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  appropriations  here-  60  stat.  8io. 

under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft 

and  the  purchase  of  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only :  Provided 

further ,  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant 

to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  alter-  58  stat.  742, 

ation,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvementSj  but  unless  otherwise 

Erovided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  head- 
ouses  connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except  for 
three  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$45,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the 
fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the 
building,  whichever  is  greater :  Provided  further ,  That  the  limitations 
on  alterations  contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of 
$100,000  for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland : 

j  Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  products;  home  economics  or  nutrition  and 
consumer  use  of  agricultural  and  associated  products;  and  related 
research  and  services;  and  for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  ex¬ 
change,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100,  $91,496,700 : 

Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000  may  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  this  appropriation, 
in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  June  29,  1948  (5  U.S.C.  714b),  for  62  stat.  1070. 
utilization  research  and  development,  cost  of  production  research,  and  15  use  714b. 
other  related  research  designed  to  reduce  surplus  commodities  held 
or  to  be  held  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  including 
$10,000,000  for  the  planning,  construction,  alteration  and  equipping 
of  research  facilities,  which  amount  shall  remain  available  until 
expended :  Provided  further ,  That  hereafter  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  may  enter  into  agreements  with  and 
receive  funds  from  any  State,  other  political  subdivision,  organization, 
or  individual  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  cooperative  research 
projects  with  such  cooperators :  Provided  further ,  That  the  limitations 
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62  Stat.  198. 


61  Stat#  7. 
31  USC  665. 


68  Stat.  456. 


72  Stat.  275. 


contained  herein  shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed 
to  carry  out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113(a))  :  Provided 
further ,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  acquire 
approximately  two-tenths  of  an  acre  of  land  at  Pasadena,  California; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  operations  and 
measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests 
and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspec¬ 
tion,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law, 
including  expenses  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as 
amended  (21  U.S.C.  114b-c).  $64,449,000,  of  which  $1,500,000  shall 
be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  8679  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emergency  conditions:  Provided ,  That 
no  funds  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradi¬ 
cation  program  for  the  current  fiscal  vear  that  does  not  require  mini¬ 
mum  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum :  Provided 
further ,  That  no  funds  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out  the  screw- 
worm  eradication  program  that  does  not  require  minimum  matching 
by  State  or  local  sources  of  at  least  50  per  centum  of  the  expenses  of 
production,  irradiation,  and  release  of  the  screwworm  flies:  Provided 
further ,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which  threaten  the  livestock* 
or  poultry  industries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  fror*J 
other  appropriations  or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corpora¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be 
available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of 
foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or 
other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl 
pest  and  similar  diseases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance 
with  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  preceding 
fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred  amounts; 

Meat  inspection :  For  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  laws  relating 
to  Federal  inspection  of  meat,  and  meat-food  products,  and  the  ap¬ 
plicable  provisions  of  the  laws  relating  to  process  or  renovated  butter, 
$27,931,000. 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor  to  be  employed 
under  contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than  $1,000,000  of  the 
amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may 
be  used  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
in  departmental  research  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the 
amount  so  used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation 
otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 

For  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under  title  I  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  ami.  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704),  for  market  development  research  authorized 
by  section  104(a)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry  research  and  other 
functions  related  thereto  authorized  by  section  104 (k)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  1704(a)  (k) ),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $1,250,000: 
Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available,  in  addition  to 
other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  the  purchase  of  the  fore¬ 
going  currencies :  Provided  further.  That  funds  appropriated  herein 
shall  be  used  to  purchase  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department 
determines  are  needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  and  such  foreign  currencies  shall, 


December  30,  1963 


-3- 


Pub.  Law  88-250 

77  STAT.  822. 


.  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  104(a),  be  set  aside  for  sale  to 
,  the  Department  before  foreign  currencies  which  accrue  under  said 
title  I  are  made  available  for  other  United  States  uses:  Provided 
further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  purchase  of  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
'  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 


68  Stat,  456} 
73  Stat.  606, 
7  USC  1704. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service 


PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for  grants  for 
cooperative  forestry  research,  ana  for  other  expenses,  including 
$39,363,000  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  oi  the  Hatch  Act, 
approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i),  including  administration  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture ;  $500,000  for  payments  authorized 
under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1623) ;  $1,000,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research 

D under  the  Act  approved  October  10, 1962  (76  Stat.  806-807) ;  $310,000 
for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations  under  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended ;  and  $460,000  for  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State  Experiment  Station  Service, 
including  administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 
2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ;  in  all,  $41,633,000. 


69  Stat.  671. 


60  Stat.  1089. 
16  USC  582a- 
582a-7. 

7  USC  361f . 


Extension  Service 


COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico :  F or  payments  for  cooperative 
agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended 
by  the  Act  of  June  26, 1953  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.S.C.  347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (76  Stat.  745), 
$65,725,000 ;  and  payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under  section 
204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623-1624),  $1,570,000;  in  all,  $67,295,000:  Provided ,  That  funds 
hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3(c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26, 
1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  availa¬ 
bility  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources  for  expenditure 
during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  extension 
agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  and  for 
reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the  Employees’  Compensation 
Fund  for  cooperative  extension  employees,  $7,272,500. 

Penalty  mail :  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service :  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953  (7  U.S.C.  341-348),  the 
Act  of  August  11, 1955  (7  U.S.C.  347a)  and  the  Act  of  October  5, 1962 
(76  Stat.  745),  avd  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  pro¬ 
gram  leadership  for  the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the 
several  States  and  insular  possessions,  $2,500,000. 


67  Stat.  83. 
69  Stat.  683, 
7  USC  349. 


60  Stat.  1087. 
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Farmer  Cooperative  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2,  1926  (7 
44  stat.  802.  U.S.C.  451-157),  and  for  conducting  research  relating  to  the  economic 
and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the 
60  stat,  1087.  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,201,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 


49  Stat.  163. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


68  Stat,  666. 


CONSERVATION  OPERATION  S 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  April  27,  1965  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  including  preparation  of 
conservation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and 
water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special 
measures  as  may  lie  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs) ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soils;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and  erec¬ 
tion  or  alteration  of  permanent,  buildings;  and  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  aircraft,  $98,389,000:  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any/' 
permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of\. 
the  cost  of  constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  con¬ 
necting  the  same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of 
buildings  acquired  in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for 
other  purposes,  shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be 
constructed  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be 
constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building 
and  except  that  alterations  or  improvements  to  other  existing  perma¬ 
nent  buildings  costing  $2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year 
in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further , 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  lie  available  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the  Government: 
Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  may  be  ex¬ 
pended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  operations  under  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f),  in  demonstration  projects: 
Provided  further ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $5,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  qualified 
local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  ; 
perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service.  Ml 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  conduct  surveys,  investigations,  and  re¬ 
search  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  engineering  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing 
of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $63,607,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided ,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  em- 
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ployment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 

55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000,000,  together  with  60  stat.  810. 
the  unobligated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated  for  loans 
and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  expenses  necessary,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709,  16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as  49  stat.  1570. 
amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  33  use  70ia- 
of  laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  70ih. 
of  improvement,  including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  70  stat.1090. 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment  under  section  58  stat.  742. 
15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  to  remain  available  60  stat.  810. 
until  expended;  $25,465,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided ,  That  no 

?art  of  such  funds  shall  be  used  for  the  purchase  of  lands  in  the 
azoo  and  Little  Tallahatchie  watersheds  without  specific  approval  of 
the  county  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county  in  which  ^uch  lands 
^Ve  situated:  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000,  to¬ 
other  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated 
for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conservation 
in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7, 

1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p),  $13,622,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended.  70  stat.  1115. 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out  projects  for 
resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for  sound  land  use,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f),  49  stat.  163. 
$1,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended :  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  available  for  loans  and  related 
expenses  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended :  Provided  further ,  That  this  appro-  75  stat.  307. 
''Ration  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  7  use  1922- 
^mtence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  1929. 
and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

Economic  Research  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Service  in  con¬ 
ducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws,  includ-  60  stat.  1087. 
ing  economics  of  marketing ;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  or  resources  in 
agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and  farm 
finance ;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm  products  in 
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foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  prospects  for  United  States  ex¬ 
perts,  progress  in  economic  development  and  its  relation  to  sales  of 
farm  products,  assembly  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics 
and  analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and 
policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  $9,912,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the 
funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue 
to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread 
between  the  farmer  and  consumer :  Provided  further ,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen- 
58  stat.  742.  tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
60  stat.  810,  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on 
methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 


60  Stat.  1087. 


Statistical  Keporting  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Keporting  Service  in  con¬ 
ducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  including  crop  and  live¬ 
stock  estimates,  statistical  coordination  and  improvements,  and 
marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $11,290,500:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for 
any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production  for 
other  than  the  commercial  crop. 


Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

MARKETING  RESEARCH  AND  SERVICE 


For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  research  and  service  to  improve 
and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621- 
1627)  and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  marketing  reg¬ 
ulatory  acts  connected  therewith ;  research  and  development,  including 
related  cost  and  efficiency  evaluations,  and  services  relating  to  agricul¬ 
tural  marketing  and  distribution,  for  carrying  out  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith,  and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  pa/”! 
ments  to  States;  and  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  fielW 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  shall  be  available  for  em¬ 
ployment  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $75  per  diem  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  in  carrying  out  section  201(a) 
to  201(d) ,  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
52  stat.  36.  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203(j)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 

7  use  1622.  Act  of  1946,  $42,498,975:  Provided,  That  appropriations  hereunder 
58  stat.  742.  shall  be  available  pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  565a  for  the  construction, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided,  the  cost  of  erecting  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal 
year  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed 
at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $45,000,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  build¬ 
ing  during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater. 
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PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623(b)),  $1,500, 000. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk  Program,  as 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1446,  note), 
$100,000,000. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760),  $137,000,000:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance 
under  section  5  of  said  Act :  Provided  further ,  That  $45,000,000  shall 
be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  for  purchase  and  distribution 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 


I 


REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES  (SECTION  32) 


No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935 
(7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  commodity 
program  expenses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  related  operating 
expenses,  except  for  (1)  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
as  authorized  Dy  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2) 
transfers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  (3)  not  more  than  $4,754,000 
for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing  agreements  and 
orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  (4)  not  more  than 
$45,000,000  for  expenses  for  the  Pilot  Food  Stamp  Program,  and 
t5)  not  more  than  $16,000,000  for  transfer  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  be  used  to  increase  domestic  consumption  of  any 
farm  commodity  or  farm  commodities  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  supply,  and  hereafter  such  sums 
(not  m  excess  of  $25,000,000  in  any  one  year)  as  may  be  approved 
by  the  Congress  shall  be  available  for  such  purpose,  such  author¬ 
ization  not  to  restrict  authority  in  existing  law,  of  which  amount 
$11,000,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  construction 
and  equipping  of  research  facilities  determined  to  be  needed  as  a 
suit  of  a  special  survey. 


'■'-re 

1 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7 
U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development  activities  abroad,  and  for 
enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the 
Department  in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including 
not  to  exceed  $35,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses 
pursuant  to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766),  $18,699,500:  Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $255,000  of  the 
funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain 
statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  com¬ 
plete  information  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm 


60  Stat.  1089. 


74  Stat,  84; 

75  Stat.  319. 


60  Stat,  230. 


49  Stat.  774. 


70  Stat.  1119. 

16  USC  742a 
note. 

50  Stat.  246. 

7  USC  674. 

75  Stat.  294. 

7  USC  1911  note. 


68  Stat.  908. 


70  Stat.  1034. 
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commodities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further ; 
That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated 
by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
49  stat,  774.  612c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  available 

for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
42  stat.  998;  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1-I7a),  $1,095,000. 
49  Stat.  1491. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 


70  Stat.  191, 
196J  73  Stat. 
552. 


62  Stat.  792. 


52  Stat.  31. 
16  USC  590k. 


EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural  Sta¬ 
bilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses  to  formulate 
and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title  III  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393);  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161) ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a)/“l 
16(d),  16(e),  16(f),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestiovj} 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o),  590p(a),  and 
590q ;  76  Stat.  606-607)  as  added  by  section  132  of  the  Act  of  August  8, 
1961;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837, 
1802-1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  $106,549,500:  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$94,885,000  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation 
from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to 
exceed  $40,051,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further.  That  other  funds 
made  available  to  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
for  authorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this 
appropriation:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  or  made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used,  ( 1 )  to  influence 
the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation 
except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other 
expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community  committees  established 
pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than 
advisory  and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions 
prescribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
61  stat.  922;  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $78,000,000,  to  remain  avail- 

70  stat.  217.  able  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  author¬ 
ized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29,  1936,  as  amended 
49  stat.  1148.  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o),  590p(a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  ex¬ 

ceed  $6,000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including 
such  displays  at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $215,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
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of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  programs 
of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized 
under  this  head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agen¬ 
cies  Appropriation  Acts,  1962  and  1963,  carried  out  during  the  period 
July  1,  1961,  to  December  31,  1963,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  none 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State 
information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of 
inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the  county  level  to  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers :  Provided  further ,  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for 
the  1964  program  may  be  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical 
assistance  for  drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland 
Types  3  (III),  4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the 
United  States,  1956 :  Provided  further ,  That  necessary  amounts  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  for¬ 
mulation  and  administration  of  the  1964  program  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  including  related  wildlife 
conserving  practices,  under  the  Act  of  February  29, 1936,  as  amended 
(amounting  to  $250,000,000,  including  administration,  except  that 
Ij-uo  participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  par¬ 
ticipants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out 
approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural 
l  resources  of  the  community)  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed 

15  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  with¬ 
held  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its 
i  technicians  in  foi-mulating  and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  con- 
■  t  servation  program  in  the  participating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  uti¬ 
lized  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than 
i  technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on 
I  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the 

[State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  available 
to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the  same 
purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided  further ,  That  for 
i  the  current  year’s  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  available  for  technical 
!  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying  out  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  practices:  Provided  further ,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other 
farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out  farming 
["practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs  provided  for 
t  Aerein :  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  available  to 
the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or  other  agency 
■  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  per¬ 
son  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities’’,  approved  August  2,  1939, 
I  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
u  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Fed- 
;!  eral  appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other 
i  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress 
to  favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress 
except  upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 


75  Stat.  233. 

76  Stat.  1210. 


49  Stat.  1148. 
16  USC  590g- 
590q. 


53  Stat.  1147; 

54  Stat.  767. 

5  USC  1181  et 
seq. 

62  Stat.  792. 
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CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve  program 
as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U7S.C. 
1831-1837, 1802-1814,  and  1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities 
for  the  acreage  reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$294,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  programs:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract  which  is 
illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants. 


LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM  ' 


For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and  economic 
use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  16(e)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p),  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  September  27, 1962  (76  Stat.  606),  $11,350,000, 
to  remain  available  until  expended. 


Office  of  Rural  Areas  Development 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


c 


For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of  the  Office  of 
Rural  Areas  Development  in  providing  leadership,  coordination, 
liaison,  and  related  services  in  the  rural  aireas  development  activities 
of  the  Department,  $120,000 :  Provided ,  Tljiat  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $3,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 


Office  of  the  General  Counsel 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the 
use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service,  $3,973,500. 

Office  of  Information 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  tli£ 
dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  rfl 
informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  in  the 
Department,  $1,684,000,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed 
$537,000  may  be  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted 
to  the  interests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  delivered  to  or 
sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senatoi-s, 
Representatives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7 
U.S.C.  417),  and  not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand 
two  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known 
as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the 
Act  of  January  12?  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That  in  the 
preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this 
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appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C. 

574),  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  58  stat.  742. 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a).  60  stat.  810. 


National  Agricultural  Library 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Library, 
$1,426,140. 

LIRRAHY  FACILITIES 

For  the  preparation  of  plans,  specifications,  and  drawings  for  the 
National  Agricultural  Library,  $450,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  for  general  administration  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture^  in¬ 
cluding  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory  Commission; 
repairs  and  alterations;  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  expenses 
not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient 
work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,750,000:  Provided ,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  lie  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropria¬ 
tions  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as 
required  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001) :  60  stat.  237. 
Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be 
available  for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses,  not  other¬ 
wise  provided  for,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 


To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  Act 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as  follows:  49  stat.  1363} 

63  Stat.  948. 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  7  use  907. 
)of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of 
said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program,  $425,000,000,  of  7  use  903. 
which  $150,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for 
the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification 
program ;  and  rural  telephone  program,  $70,000,000. 


salaries  and  expenses 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  $11,247,000. 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and  advances 
under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not  otherwise  available,  of 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C. 
75  stat.  315,  1921),  as  amended,  may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers 

7  use  1985,  Home  Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows :  real  estate  loans, 

$60,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $300,000,000,  of  which  $50,000,000 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used  only  to  the  extent  required  during 
current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expedi¬ 
tious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  program. 


RUBAI.  HOUSING  LOANS 

For  additional  rural  housing  loans  as  authorized  by  Title  V  of  the 
42  use  1471-  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  $25,000,000,  to  remain  available 
1485,  until  expended. 

*  RURAL  RENEWAL 


76  Stat,  607. 
7  USC  1011, 


For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  expenses,  in  carry 


ing  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  tin 
Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $1,200,000. 


X 


RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  THE  ELDERLY  REVOLVING  FUND 


For  loans  pursuant  to  section  515(a)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949, 
42  use  1485.  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1484;  76  Stat.  671),  including  advances  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  335(a)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1985)  in  connection  with  security  for 
such  loans,  $3,500,000. 


SALARIES  AND  EXFENSES 


64  Stat.  98. 


75  Stat,  309, 
7  USC  1929. 

75  Stat.  186. 
42  USC  1484. 


58  Stat.  742. 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  not 
otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  programs  authorized 
by  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1921),  as  amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1484),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Corpo¬ 
ration  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C.  440- 
444) ;  $38,925,900,  together  with  not  more  than  $1,050,000  of  the 
charges  collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  309(e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  section  514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing! 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended:  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered 
by  this  Agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for  tem¬ 
porary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574)  to  meet  unusual 
or  heavy  workload  increases. 


TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing 
authority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord 
with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without 
regard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the 
61  stat.  584.  Government  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
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in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter 
provided : 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $7,080,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  $3,505,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 

To  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net  realized 
losses  sustained  during  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962,  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15  U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-12),  75  stat.  391. 
p, 699, 400, 000. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any 
program  authorized  by  law:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $41,650,000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation: 

Provided  further ,  That  $1,000,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 

Provided  further ,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section 
3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such  amounts  31  use  665. 
and  at  such  times  its  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out  program 
operations :  Provided  further ,  That  all  necessary  expenses  ( including 
legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but 
not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition  of  any  real 
or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in  which  it  has 
an  interest,  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged  collateral, 
shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the  purposes 
fcpreof. 

TITLE  IV— FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 
Public  Law  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964,  not  otherwise  recoverable,  and 
unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701-1709, 1721-1724, 1731-1736),  to  remain  avail-  68  stat.  455, 
able  until  expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com-  457;  73  stat. 
modifies  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  610* 
$1,452,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine 
relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $215,451,- 
000;  and  (3)  long-term  supply  contracts  pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said 
Act,  $52,515,000. 
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International  Wheat  Agreement 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered  prior  years’ 
costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the  International  Wheat  Agree- 
63  stat.  945.  ment.  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642),  $86,218,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

Bartered  Materials  for  Supplemental  Stockpile 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1964  and  unrecovered  prior  years’ 
costs  related  to  strategic  and  other  materials  acquired  as  a  result  of 
barter  or  exchange  of  agricultural  commodities  or  products  and 
transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
70  stat.  200.  540,,  Eighty- fourth  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1856),  $82,860,000,  to  remain 

available  until  expended. 

TITLE  V — RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 


LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


Not  to  exceed  $2,785,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  fa 
credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  fa 
administrative  expenses. 


$ 


TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Passenger  motor 
vehicles. 


Employment  of 
aliens. 

Uniform  allow¬ 
ances. 

68  Stat.  1114. 
Restriction. 


Twine, 


Contracting. 

60  Stat.  1082, 
1087J  72  Stat. 
1793. 


Sec.  601.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for,  of  not  to  exceed  five  hundred  and  fifteen  passenger  motor  vehicles, 
of  which  four  hundred  and  ninety-eight  shall  be  for  replacement  only, 
and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  602.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropriation 
for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  603.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall  be 
available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the  Act 
of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  604.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any 
division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issue4fc 
any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  dama§^ 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  605.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product  is 
available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  bv  this  Act  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or 
materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  606.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the 
Department  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of 
August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427, 
1621-1629;  42  U.S.C.  1891-1893),  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in 
accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  607.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  to  conduct  or  assist  in  conducting  any  program  (including  but 
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not  limited  to  the  payment  of  salaries,  administrative  expenses  and 
*5®  conduct  of  research  activities)  related  directly  or  indirectly  to  the 
establishment  of  a  national  service  corps  or  similar  domestic  peace 
corps  type  of  program.  ^ 

l  .51?  Act  W  »e  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agriculture  and  Re-  short  title, 
lated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1964”.  * 

Approved  December  30,  1963. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY: 

HOUSE  REPORTS*  No.  355  (Comm,  on  Appropriations),  No.  1088 
(Comm.  of  Conference), 

SENATE  REPORT  No.  497  (Comm,  on  Appropriations). 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD,  Vol.  109  (1963): 

June  6:  Considered  and  passed  House. 

Sept,  25,  26:  Considered  in  Senate. 

Sept.'  30:  Considered  and  passed  Senate,  amended. 

Deo.  21:  House  and  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 
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1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  476 

H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  13, 1963 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Holland  to  H.R.  6754,  an 
Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  31,  line  13, 
insert  the  following: 

1  RURAL  HOUSING  LOANS 

2  Eor  rural  housing  loans,  $25,000,000,  to  be  made  avail- 

3  able  in  addition  to  and  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the 

4  terms  and  conditions  applicable  to  funds  provided  under 

5  section  511  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 
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88th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  476 

H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  18, 1963 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Lausciie  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
6754)  making  appropriations  for  tbe  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  38,  between 
lines  5  and  6,  insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

1  Sec.  608.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the 

2  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 

3  904) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and  shall  bear  interest  at 

4  the  rate  of  2  per  centum  per  annum;  interest  rates  on  the 

5  unmatured  and  unpaid  balance  of  any  loans  made  pursuant 

6  to  this  section  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  amendment 

7  shall  lie  adjusted  to  2  per  centum  per  annum,  and  the  ma- 

8  turity  date  of  any  such  loans  may  be  readjusted  to  occur 

9  at  a  date  not  beyond  thirty-five  years  from  the  date  of  such 
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loan:”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “and  shall 
hear  interest  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  average  rate  of  interest 
payable  hy  the  United  States  of  America  on  its  marketable 
obligations,  having  maturities  of  ten  or  more  years,  issued 
during  the  last  preceding  fiscal  year  in  which  any  such  ob¬ 
ligations  were  issued  and  adjusted  to  the  nearest  one-eighth 
of  1  per  centum:”. 

(b)  The  third  sentence  of  section  5  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  905),  is 
amended  hy  striking  out  “and  shall  be  at  a  rate  of  interest 
of  2  per  centum  per  annum;  interest  rates  on  the  unmatured 
and  unpaid  balance  of  any  loans  made  pursuant  to  this  section 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  amendment  shall  be  adjusted 
to  2  per  centum  per  annum”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“and  shall  hear  interest  at  a  rate  equal  to  the  average  rate 
of  interest  payable  by  the  United  States  of  America  on  its 
marketable  obligations,  having  maturities  of  ten  or  more 
years,  issued  during  the  last  preceding  fiscal  year  in  which 
any  such  obligations  were  issued  and  adjusted  to  the  nearest 
one-eighth  of  1  per  centum”. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  hy  this  section  shall  be 
effective  with  respect  to  all  loans  made  on  and  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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88th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  476 

H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  SENATE  -OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


September  16, 1963 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Lausche  to  tlie  bill  (II. R. 
6754)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  38,  be¬ 
tween  lines  5  and  6,  insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

1  Sec.  608.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the 

2  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  I  .S.C. 

3  904) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “2  per  centum  per  an- 

4  nuni”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “3  per  centum  per  an- 

5  num”. 

6  (b)  The  third  sentence  of  section  5  of  the  Rural  Electri- 

7  fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  E.S.C.  905),  is 

8  amended  by  striking  out  “2  per  centum  per  annum”  and  in- 

9  serting  in  lieu  thereof  “3  per  centum  per  annum”. 
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1  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effec- 

2  tive  with  respect  to  loans  made  on  and  after  the  date  of  enact- 

3  ment  of  this  Act. 
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88th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  476 

H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  20, 1963 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Mundt  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Allott,  Mr.  Boggs,  Mr.  Carlson,  Mr.  Curtis,  Mr. 
Dominick,  Mr.  Hickenlooper,  Mr.  IIruska,  Mr. 
Jordan  of  Idaho,  Mr.  Miller,  Mr.  Simpson,  and  Mr. 
Young  of  North  Dakota)  to  the  bill  (H.B.  6754)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  38,  between  lines  5  and  6, 
insert  a  new  section  as  follows : 

1  Sec.  608.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

2  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  extend  until 

3  December  31,  1965,  any  conservation  reserve  contract 

4  (authorized  under  subtitle  B  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act)  which 

5  is  scheduled  to  expire  either  on  December  31,  1963,  or 

6  December  31,  1964,  if  the  producer  concerned  makes  appli- 
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cation  for  such  extension  in  accordance  with  such  regulations 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 
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88th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  476 

H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  24, 1963 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Rtbtcoff  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
6754)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  5,  line  2,  strike  out  “$66,821,500”  and  insert 

2  in  lieu  thereof  “$67,821,500”, 
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88th  CONGRESS  W  W  w*  m 

H.  R.  6754 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  24, 1963 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Javits  to  tbe  bill  (H.R. 
6754)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  tbe  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1964,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  33,  line  2,  delete  the  period  and  insert  a  semi- 

2  colon  and  the  following:  “Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 

3  the  funds  appropriated  under  this  title  for  the  Farmers  Home 

4  Administration  shall  be  used  in  any  State  in  which  the  par- 

5  ticipants  in,  or  beneficiaries  of,  the  programs  of  the  Farmers 

6  Home  Administration  are  segregated,  or  otherwise  discrimi- 

7  nated  against,  on  account  of  race,  creed,  or  color,” 
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